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ABSTRACT 
 
 
USING THE ACTIVITY VECTOR ANALYSIS  
 
TO DETERMINE TEACHER DISPOSITIONS  
 
FOR CHARTER SCHOOL TEACHERS IN URBAN HIGH SCHOOLS 
 
 
 
 
 
By 
 
Linda M. Clautti 
 
May 2009 
 
 
 
Dissertation supervised by Dr. Derek Whordley 
This study examined responses to the Activity Vector Analysis by both teachers 
and students in two urban charter high schools. The premise of this research was that the 
five dispositions of assertiveness, sociability, calmness, conformity, and conscious 
restraint were needed to be successful particularly in teaching urban students in charter 
high schools. Dispositions are “The values, commitments, and professional ethics that 
influence behaviors toward students, families, colleagues, and communities and affect 
student learning, motivation and development as well as the educator’s own professional 
growth” (National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education [NCATE], 2000). 
The researcher wanted, first, to see what dispositions were captured on the AVA 
assessment by teachers, and then, second, to see if those teachers’ students saw those 
same dispositions in their teachers. In addition, the researcher wanted to study the results 
 v 
for three other issues:  whether the charter school teachers possessed these dispositional 
tendencies in a normal range as defined by the AVA, whether the AVA would reveal any 
pertinent gender issues, and whether the teachers’ years of experience would affect their 
responses on the AVA.  
The settings for the research were two urban charter high schools in Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania. Thirty teachers participated in the study. Five of those teachers were 
teachers of special education. The study had 343 student participants. The researcher 
administered the AVA paper and pencil assessment to the students; the teachers took the 
online version of the assessment. All data were used to run Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVAS) and Correlation studies.  
The most significant findings were that 90% of the students agreed with their 
teachers’ responses on four of the five dispositions addressed in the AVA: assertiveness, 
sociability, calmness, and conformity. Thus, except for the disposition of conscious 
restraint, the students viewed their teachers in the same manner as the teachers viewed 
themselves. . In the area of conscious restraint, only 43% of the students agreed with their 
teachers’ responses.  
In addition, the data verified that the dispositions these teachers displayed were in 
the normal range. Another noteworthy finding was that the more years of teaching 
experience that a teacher had, the more assertive the teacher was in the classroom. And 
finally, the assessment results showed that the gender of the teachers had no bearing on 
the dispositions.  
These results provide a strong foundation for further research into dispositions of 
teachers, especially pre-service teachers. It appears helpful that those desiring to teach in 
 vi 
urban schools should conscientiously examine their own dispositional tendencies before 
embarking on this endeavor to see if they have the proper dispositions for dealing with 
urban students. These findings also indicate that the AVA could be an important 
additional tool to use in the hiring of teachers for urban education. 
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Chapter 1 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 
“As we face the new millennium, school leaders will grapple with both paradox 
and opportunity. How well they balance opposing forces and find promising pathways 
will have a tremendous impact on America’s future” (Deal, 1999, p. 137). Teachers are 
leaders in their classrooms. How well leader teachers balance learning and relationships 
in those classrooms will determine their students’ success in the immediate future and 
beyond, and so teachers’ mastery of content area is not enough. It must be bolstered by 
certain dependable character traits.  
Seven years ago, a pilot study looked at various dispositions of teachers who 
worked for four charter school communities. Among other conclusions, this pilot study 
discovered the importance of teacher, parent, and student involvement in the success of 
charter schools (Opp, Hamer, & Beltyukova, 2002). Moreover, when the four charter 
school communities responded in focus groups to open-ended questions regarding what 
made their charter schools successful, the opinions pointed clearly to one conclusion: 
teachers were the key. More specifically, the parents saw their charter schools as places 
where teachers were accepting, enthusiastic, positive, respectful, creative, and 
communicative (Opp, Hamer, & Beltyukova, 2002).  
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Teachers in this pilot study saw their charter schools as places where they were 
respected professionally, had freedom, felt ownership, enjoyed collegial interaction 
among staff, and experienced positive interaction with the parents. They also saw what 
parents saw in noting how crucial were enthusiasm for learning, social ability, self-
discipline, commitment, and growth of students (Opp, Hamer, & Beltyukova, 2002). 
Clearly, Charter school teachers need to have dispositions that cater to the unique nature 
of charter school. Yet in addition to possessing the dispositions noted above, teachers in 
charter schools have many duties beyond the classroom. In many cases, they plan their 
own curriculum, order their own materials, and serve as guidance counselors and social 
workers. In order to attract such high-caliber workers, charter schools in some states can 
hire teachers without certification, employing experts in a particular field who can  share 
their knowledge in a deeper way than traditionally certified teachers can (Blossom, 
1999). Charter schools can attract these more unconventional teachers because  such 
teachers know that within a charter school format they can concentrate their   talents and 
energies on  teaching.  
Some even accept lower pay (Finn, Bierlein, & Manno, 1996). In general, charter 
school teachers are satisfied with school autonomy, familial atmosphere, management, 
dedicated colleagues, and institutional and personal accountability (Stewart, 2002). Most 
want no involvement with the teachers’ unions. As one charter teacher put it, “Without 
union pressure and handouts, I feel like a professional instead of a wage earner” (Finn, 
Bierlein, & Manno, 1996, p. 23). One result is that unions see charters as a threat to their 
monopoly and their tenured jobs (Finn, Bierlein, & Manno, 1996).  
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Background 
A Nation at Risk (1983) demanded changes, challenging educational leaders to 
create solutions that bring about excellence in all classrooms. The National Commission 
for Excellence in Education called for educational reform efforts that would create a 
“Learning Society” with opportunities that went far beyond the traditional institutions of 
learning (National Commission on Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983). 
Acknowledging the importance of education, the public increased its expectations for 
new visions and choices and became a powerful voice (NCEE, 1983). The public sought 
educational reform and change (Waks, 2007).  
A Nation at Risk (1983) also prompted the government to think differently about 
the states’ roles in educating children. One result was the No Child Left Behind Act 
(NCLB) (2001). And charter schools were one of the most visible creations aimed at 
fulfilling the tenets of NCLB (Renzulli & Roscigno, 2007). Charter schools were seen as 
one answer to this shift in thinking (Anderson, 2005). At the time of A Nation at Risk, the 
public was frustrated with and harbored distrust of the public sector. Public education had 
simply reached a crisis point in the minds of many (Stewart, 2002). Citizens wanted to 
emulate current business practices of the private sector, exercising choice more as 
consumers than as citizens (Anderson, 2005). Charter schools provided them that 
entrepreneurial spirit.  
In fact, charter schools were seen as tangible products of a reform movement 
toward a “more effective system to recognize and reward talent and opportunities for 
committed educators and parents who wanted a new kind of school” (Stewart, 2002, p. 
780.)  As early as 1997, the U.S. Secretary of Education, Richard W. Riley, had stated the 
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government’s commitment to comprehensive education reform to create and to sustain 
safe and high-performing schools (as cited in Stewart, 2002). Presidents Clinton and 
Bush Senior, as well as many governors, embraced the charter school concept to bring 
about the change in public education (Stewart, 2002). Many legislators also embraced the 
charter school reform movement (Stewart, 2002). As a result of the support of charter 
school legislation, charter schools became one of the fastest-moving and most promising 
reform strategies that took hold in public education in America, a new breed of public 
school (Finn, Bierlein, & Manno, 1996).  
The existing school system simply was not serving America’s urban youth; 
charter schools were seen as a hope out of this dysfunctional cycle (Finn, Bierlein, & 
Manno, 1996,). At first, charter schools were public schools that often took on the 
students whom the public schools could not handle (Shokraii, 1996). Most charter 
schools also had small classes (Finn, Bierlein, & Manno, 1996). Many studies had found 
that small schools appeared to produce higher achievement, lower dropout rates, lower 
rates of violence and vandalism, produced more positive feelings in students about self 
and school. Moreover, charter schools had more student participation in school activities 
(Darling-Hammond, 2006). Charter schools were managed independently, and they were 
free from much of the bureaucracy governing existing public schools (Smith, 1998). In 
charter schools, parents were the consumers, students were the clients, and the founders 
were the entrepreneurs (Smith, 1998). Charter schools were also held more accountable 
for student achievement; consequences for non-performance meant that the charter school 
would not be renewed (Smith, 1998).  
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A charter school’s population was as special as its school community. Johnathan 
Williams, a black principal in Los Angeles, said that a charter school offered more 
freedom, choice, and responsibility (Shokraii, 1996). Charter schools became so popular 
among blacks that, in Michigan, black educators launched one of every three charter 
schools (Shokraii, 1996). It is interesting that these generally low-income parents, the 
very people who were the recipients of many government programs, were the same 
people who now wanted to leave traditional government schools (Lynch, 2000). Even the 
President of the NAACP, Willie Breazell, told parents that if their children were in an 
under-achieving school, then the parents had the right to switch their children over to a 
charter school to be guaranteed academic achievement (Lynch, 2000). 
Statement of the Problem 
Much attention has been given to increasing the supply of qualified teachers to 
meet the forecasted demand for teachers, a demand that is expected to exceed two million 
over the next decade (Lee, 2005). In face of this sheer number, the scarcity of research on 
the definition of teacher disposition (Guarino, 2006) becomes of major concern, 
particularly when staffing for charter schools. Dispositions are “The values, 
commitments, and professional ethics that influence behaviors toward students, families, 
colleagues, and communities and affect student learning, motivation and development as 
well as the educator’s own professional growth” (National Council for Accreditation of 
Teacher Education [NCATE], 2000). 
Starting with the right people is the way to make an organization great (Collins, 
2001). Because charter schools have a unique nature, catering to unique individuals, it 
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follows that charter schools need special teachers. The challenge becomes finding those 
teachers. 
In the teacher selection process, the interview is where most decisions are made 
about teacher quality and teacher hiring. Unfortunately, the psychological dimensions 
that are inherent in the interview process have been noticeably ignored in most empirical 
research. How unfortunate this is became especially clear after a recent study that showed 
that, no matter how much experience and training the interviewer had, the personal 
dispositions of the interviewee were most important in the hiring decision (Delli & Vera, 
2003).   
There is now much competition for those invaluable teachers who possess 
dispositions that help students achieve. This competition is largely due to the emergence 
of charter schools, an emergence that has created free enterprise among existing public 
schools. A study confirmed that characteristics beyond certification are important for 
teacher success in charter schools (Opp, Hamer, & Beltyukova, 2002). The literature also 
suggests that teachers’ backgrounds and personal philosophies come together to produce 
a particular pedagogy that directs their actions (Mander, 1997). The problem then 
becomes how to recognize those special qualities beyond an applicant’s paper credentials 
that will ensure charter schools’  success in addressing the “whole person” needs of the 
students they serve. The current system for hiring professionals is clearly not adequate to 
fulfill the more demanding needs of urban students in low-income environments (Baker 
& Dickerson, 2006).  
If overall teacher disposition is paramount to improving the quality of public 
schooling, then uncovering those more specific teacher dispositions should be an 
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important part of the interview process (Baker & Dickerson, 2006).  Due to the unique 
nature of charter schools, a charter school employer needs to know what personal 
philosophies a prospective teacher holds in order to know if the prospective teacher is a 
good fit for the charter school. The same proves true in business. Those who are most 
effective within a company’s culture are those who fit that company’s personality 
(Violette, 2007). A charter school’s culture demands a similar search.  
Purpose of the Research 
The Activity Vector Analysis (AVA) is an instrument that pinpoints a perspective 
employee’s dispositions. The purpose of this research is to determine if the AVA is an 
effective tool for discerning current successful teachers’ dispositions in urban charter 
high schools. The researcher will describe these dispositions and analyze data collected 
from the teachers themselves and their students.  The researcher will also look at the 
strength of each disposition for each teacher. If certain dispositions prove prevalent, then 
it follows that an employer would search out those same dispositions in interviewees. 
And once such dispositions are identified in a teaching candidate, the employer can more 
confidently and more speedily offer that candidate a position.    
Charter schools are continuously scrutinized and expectations for teachers are 
high; therefore, they must do the same as successful companies in the business world 
(Opp, Hamer, & Beltyukova, 2002). Such companies look for that special talent, that 
person who asks probing questions, who motivates, and who energizes. Charter schools 
should do no less. Assessment tools like the AVA could thus help identify star teachers.   
 8 
Research Questions 
Based on the results of the AVA instrument used as a benchmark for a quality 
teacher, the following questions arise:   
1. What is the difference between student opinion of teachers’ dispositions 
and the self-reported teacher dispositions as evidenced by the AVA?  
2. How strong are the dispositions of sociability, independence, flexibility, 
response to stress, and motivation in charter school teachers’ responses on 
the AVA?  
3. What is the relationship between years of experience and the results of the 
teachers on the AVA? 
4. What are the differences, if any, between men and women charter school 
teachers in their responses on the AVA? 
5. What differences, if any, exist between males and female students in 
describing their teachers?  
Definition of Terms 
A Nation at Risk: This document was written in 1983 and cited the various areas 
of deficiencies in the educational system at that time (NCEE, 1983). 
Activity level (ACT): This is a variable in the AVA interpretation. ACT is defined 
as a person’s responsiveness to the environment (level of alertness). It represents the 
potential for a person to execute behavior over a sustained period of time. 
Activity ration (AR): The AR measures a person’s morale at the time the AVA is 
taken. It represents the person’s sense of self-worth and/or appreciation. 
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Activity Vector Analysis (AVA): The AVA is an assessment that will give a picture 
of a person’s disposition in various areas of personality (www.webava.com).  
Charter schools: Charter schools are schools of choice that are free from 
traditional bureaucracy. They are independently governed, obtain financial support from 
local revenues, and in most cases are free to hire and to fire employees without union 
constraints (Renzulli & Roscingno, 2007). 
Clients: In the context of this dissertation, clients are those students who are 
served by the school’s employees in public education (Smith, 1998). 
Conflict ratio (CR): This variable depicts a person’s approach to decision making, 
particularly when the information in a situation is unfamiliar to the person. 
Conscious restraint (SELF-DISCIPLINE): This rating is a measure of maturity 
and tolerance for diversity, qualities with which a person acts according to socially 
accepted standards of society.  
Congruence (CONG): Congruence is a picture of a person’s flexibility in adapting 
to the nature of a particular job. 
Consumers: In the context of this dissertation, consumers are those constituents 
who are affected by public education (Smith, 1998). 
Deviation quotient (DQ): The DQ is a measure on the AVA which tells how 
pronounced a particular disposition is for a person. 
Deviation ratio (DR): This variable in the AVA interpretation depicts the strength 
of a dispositional tendency.  
Disposition: “The values, commitments, and professional ethics that influence 
behaviors toward students, families, colleagues, and communities and affect student 
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learning, motivation and development as well as the educator’s own professional growth” 
(National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education [NCATE], 2000 
Entrepreneurs: In the context of this dissertation, entrepreneurs are those 
individuals who begin schools of choice (Smith, 1998). 
Job compatibility (CO): The CO gives a person’s compatibility rating for a job’s 
behavioral demands. 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB): The NCLB Act was initiated to bring 
accountability into the public schools nationwide. It was reauthorized in 2001. Schools 
are rated against criteria set forth by the government via state legislation (Darling-
Hammond, 2006).  
School choice: This is a term that is used to define schools to which parents can 
send their children when they experience dissatisfaction with the current school 
environment. Charter schools are examples of school choice.  
Urban schools: Urban schools are defined as schools that operate in city 
environments. They typically have low-income, high crime and high minority 
demographics. Urban is technically defined as a population of 250,000 people 
(Pennsylvania League of Urban Schools [PLUS], 2008). 
Vector: A disposition described on the AVA. The five dispositions (vectors) 
measured by the AVA are Assertiveness, Sociability, Calmness, Conformity (flexibility), 
and Conscious Restraint (maturity). 
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Chapter 2 
 
 
Literature Review 
 
 
Historical Perspective 
It is true that No Child Left Behind (NCLB) set the stage for the proliferation of 
charter schools (Elementary and Secondary School Act [ESEA], 1965). However, some 
researchers state that school choice issues had its roots in the education liberalism of the 
sixties, the civil rights movement, and black nationalism (Forman, 2005). These 
movements show that the role of school choice was meant to offer better educational 
opportunities for poor and minority children (Forman, 2005). The history of school 
choice dates back to the freed slaves who created schools for their own children. Then, in 
the 1960s, freedom schools were created for blacks only in response to the failings of the 
Mississippi education system. In the 1970s, free schools, the alternative, independent, and 
privately funded schools, were created to offer education “outside the box.”  Community 
activists became stronger in their ridicule of the public school system. Their efforts led 
the way to voucher proposals (Forman, 2005).  
The freedom schools movement was the precursor to the charter school 
movement. Freedom schools were small, separate schools created outside the public 
system, due to the lack of quality education offered by that system (Forman, 2005). 
Charter schools are small schools outside of the traditional public system. 
 12 
As public criticism of the public educational system continued, A Nation at Risk 
was published in 1983 (NCEE, 1983). Then, two decades later, the No Child Left Behind 
Act provided schools and educators with incentives to innovate (Renzulli & Roscigno, 
2005). The charter school legislation paved the way for public schools to be created 
without the normal bureaucracy and controls that weigh down the traditional public 
school. Rather, charter schools operate independently; in exchange, they agree to be 
accountable to the public (ESEA, 1965).  
 The community control advocates who continued to criticize public education 
wanted authority over personnel, budget, curriculum, and pupil placement. This was not a 
popular notion for the unions who were used to having this control (Forman, 2005). The 
community advocates became vocal about how the city schools failed black children. 
Brown v. Board of Education changed education for poor, black children forever 
(Forman, 2005). Now, there was no reason for minorities to be left out of voucher 
programs or other school choice programs (Renzulli & Roscigno, 2005). In fact, as the 
percentage of non-white students increased, the likelihood of states to adopt charter 
school legislation increased (Renzulli & Roscigno, 2005).  
 Charter schools are supported by both Democrats and Republicans. It is an 
opportunity for politicians to be proactive in showing their support for excellent 
educational opportunities for all children (Renzullli & Roscigno, 2005).  
 Some would argue that white enrollment in charter schools is a possible 
consequence of racial segregation (Renzulli & Evans, 2005). Supporters argue that 
charter schools will create effective schools regardless of their racial composition. 
Opponents fear elitism (Renzulli & Evans, 2005). Parents who have been unable to 
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choose their school now can have hope that charter schools will provide a better 
education for their children. Fifty-two percent of students in charter schools are non-
white, compared to 41 percent in traditional schools (Renzulli & Evans, 2005).  
 Charter schools serve minorities in mostly segregated contexts (Renzulli & Evans, 
2005). Charter schools are important in urban areas because schools in urban areas 
generally have the reputation of being inadequate (Renzulli & Evans, 2005). The study of 
Renzulli and Evans (2005) shows that racial integration is a key element in white flight, 
and it remains a key factor in the racial composition of charter schools.  
 By 2004, 1 % of the total student population was enrolled in a charter school. The 
count of charter school submissions increases by more than 100 % in cities than in 
suburban areas (Renzulli, 2005). Studies suggest that it is the educational environment of 
a community that generates a charter school (Renzulli, 2005). The type of educational 
environment that exists provides the motivation to create charter schools. Leaders of 
these schools seek autonomy that is not present in the traditional public school. They 
want to actualize a vision with freedom and be accountable for students’ success, while 
also being fiscally responsible (Renzulli, 2005).  
 The research on charter school enrollment concludes that black families gravitate 
to charter schools in urban areas (Renzulli, 2006). Black families see charter schools as 
leveling the playing field in the education of their children. Some researchers will go so 
far as to say that “if charter schools can do a better job of educating our children than 
traditional public schools even in segregated environments, then they are a worthy 
educational innovation” (Renzulli, 2006, p. 627). 
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 If charter schools attract urban students who are at extreme ends of the ethnic and 
socio-economic continuum, then they must rise above the norm and make a difference in 
the lives of these children (McDermott, Rothenberg, & Baker, 2006). Criticisms of 
charter schools are substantive; so is the disturbing evidence of low-performing public 
schools (McDermott, Rothenberg, & Baker, 2006).  
 The results of a study done by McDermott, Rothenberg, and Baker (2006) 
identified factors related to the success of influencing the lives of the children in these 
urban charter schools. One factor pertained to the perceptions that students had about 
themselves, others, and their own academic ability.  
Another factor related to the teachers’ instruction, which proved to be the most 
important factor influencing student achievement. The challenge in changing student 
dispositions toward learning is related in one teacher’s account.  
My greatest challenge began on the first day of school and continued for several 
months. My plan book was full of wonderful plans, but they were useless at the time. My 
class was out of control and unable to concentrate on academic learning. I had to switch 
gears and focus on encouraging classroom behaviors that would help the children come 
ready to learn. It was not an easy task, but with time, consistency, and patience it did 
happen. This was my greatest accomplishment (McDermott, Rothenberg, & Baker, 2006, 
p. 356). 
 Teaching in urban schools is demanding and exhausting with all of the societal 
issues of poverty, racism, and related family issues. Research has identified that trusting 
relationships with children, positive attitudes of teachers, and good organization and 
management skills aid in the learning process. The researchers are clear that “only the 
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most experienced and well-prepared teachers should be hired for urban schools. Schools 
must invest in well-prepared and seasoned teachers who have the knowledge, 
dispositions, and skills to help children learn” (McDermott, Rothenberg, & Baker, 2006, 
p. 360).  
 Teachers in schools vary just as much as curricula vary. Teacher knowledge and 
teacher skills are essential qualities of effective teaching, yet a third element is teacher 
dispositions. This element has not been given attention in the teacher education process 
(Thornton, 2006). Researchers consider how to integrate the concept of teacher 
disposition into teacher education programs (Freeman, 2003). Numerous studies discuss 
the importance of classroom management and instructional competency as characteristics 
of good teaching; however, many are now emphasizing teacher disposition rather than 
pedagogical practice (Stronge, 2002). Training and expertise are not the only areas 
important now in the workplace. Teachers are also being judged on how they relate to 
others, in addition to how they handle themselves personally. Both skills are needed to 
make a star performer (Goleman, 1998). Goleman goes so far as to say that, “For star 
performance in all jobs, in every field, emotional competence is twice as important as 
purely cognitive abilities…emotional competence accounts for virtually the entire 
advantage” (Goleman, 1998, p. 33).  
 Goleman’s work is supported by other researchers who also believe that it is the 
relationship between adults and children that is important. School is a social institution; 
therefore, if it is not working well, children will not work well (Comer, Haynes, Joyner, 
& Ben Avie, 1996). There has also been more than 25 years of research in the 
neurological field that  show how the connections between emotion and intelligence can 
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predict success in the workplace (Lynn, 2002). Organizations and workplaces are prime 
sites in which people express their emotions (Hargreaves, 2000). Teachers need to be 
able to understand their students: what motivated them, how they work, how to work with 
them (Gardner, 1993). Relationships depend on teacher dispositions in the teaching 
process. These dispositions must be able to foster learning and genuine human 
relationships (White & Williamson, 2003). Dispositions among teachers vary according 
to their experience, their life, their gender, their ethnocultural identity, and the stage of 
their career (Hargreaves, 2000). 
 There is more and more attention given to using teacher dispositions as predictors 
for teacher success. Being able to identify those teachers who are predisposed to being 
good teachers would be beneficial to the students they serve (Helm, 2006). Some authors 
put dispositions ahead of strong teaching skills and knowledge of subject matter (Harris, 
Rutledge, & Ingle, 2008). Other studies find a positive and significant relationship 
between the relationship of teachers to students and classroom observations (Harris, 
Rutledge, & Ingle, 2008). 
 The research shows that there is more to effective teaching than competency and 
certifications. These criteria do not always produce high test scores (Harris, Rutledge, & 
Ingle, 2008). Unfortunately, in secondary education, there is more of a tendency to be 
distant with students than to promote the proper dispositions toward them (Hargreaves, 
2000). Teaching, learning, and leading are emotional practices; therefore, one cannot 
ignore the infusion of dispositions into education. For example, creating a great lesson is 
just as important as knowing how to remain calm when dealing with student discipline 
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issues (Hargreaves, 2000). The following quote is evidence of recent thinking on 
effective teaching: 
If secondary school reformers really care about quality, they would do well to turn 
their attention away from curriculum consistency, testing processes, 
accountability measures and other technologies of control, towards developing 
structures, purposes and programs of secondary schooling that will help teachers 
and students build a more solid base of emotional understanding with each other, 
on which successful teaching can be built. (Hargreaves, 2000, p. 824) 
In summary, there is a relationship between teacher effectiveness and the 
dispositions of teachers (Wasicsko & Taylor, 2000). While a teacher may possess 
subject-matter knowledge, that teacher may not be able to implement instructional 
methods due to a lack of pedagogical ability; and conversely, an individual may possess 
good pedagogical ability and still be ineffective (Thompson, Ransdell, & Rousseau, 
2005).  
Although there may not be 100 % consensus on what makes a teacher effective, 
and how dispositions play into that effectiveness, dispositions have come to mean 
expected behavior, beliefs, and attitudes that are necessary for proper learning outcomes 
and that are appropriate to all school situations (Freeman, 2004). More importantly, there 
needs to be further study on what dispositions are needed for effective teaching in urban 
schools (Thompson, Ransdell, & Rousseau, 2005). That may mean attending to the 
dispositions of pre-service teachers before they enter the classroom (Abernathy, 2002).  
“New teacher candidates must be committed to students and their learning. They must be 
prepared to act on the belief that all students have potential for learning rigorous content 
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and achieving high standards” (NCATE, 2000, p.11). Paying attention to pre-service 
teachers is important. Responses in a study done at the University of Nevada suggest that 
pre-service teachers are more optimistic about affecting the future of young people than 
their veteran counterparts (Abernathy, 2002). Other responses to prompts in the study 
note the need for better inclusion of the subject of dispositions as it relates to teachers and 
their relationships with students. More specifically, with the attention on violence in 
schools, teacher education programs cannot overlook this subject of dispositions in the 
teaching profession (Abernathy, 2002).  
Additionally, there has been progress to help in pre-service teachers’ dispositions. 
However, deficits still exist in helping them to overcome the cultural barriers when it 
comes to dealing with children of diverse and deficient backgrounds (Major & Brock, 
2006). 
 Dispositions have everything to do with developing employability skills. Those 
skills are the ability to problem solve, to think constructively, to communicate and listen 
effectively, and to be a team player (Overtoom, 2000). Teachers are not exempt from 
needing to possess these and other skills that are deemed essential for a professional in 
the workplace. If they do not have the appropriate dispositions, they will not be able to 
instill them in their students so that their students will be productive and professional 
employees some day (Wayda & Lund, 2005). Colleges and universities must begin to 
encourage the inclusion of disposition in teacher education programs; as important as it 
is, it is currently nonexistent (Wayda & Lund, 2005). 
 Including the education of dispositions into college coursework will help to 
ensure that teachers are “highly qualified” as defined by the No Child Left Behind Act. 
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Highly qualified teachers are not just specialists in their fields; they understand their 
students’ needs which is paramount in teaching them (Thompson, Ransdell, & Rousseau, 
2004). These master teachers know how to link instruction and communication with 
students. Their dispositions are conducive to engaging and achieving classrooms 
(Thompson, Ransdell, & Rousseau, 2004). Those teachers who remain in the classroom 
enthusiastically are those teachers who are successful at teaching children of poverty 
(Wheatley, 2002). As noted previously, many minority parents of poverty choose charter 
schools for their children. Therefore, being as responsive as possible to the students and 
their families is necessary for teaching “other people’s children” effectively (Delpit, 
1995). This is especially true when teachers have to blend different cultures and 
languages in the same classroom. Empirical studies indicate that effective teachers who 
deal with this population share the same dispositions. They are student-centered, 
reflective, secure in themselves, and continue their professional growth (Cline & 
Necochea, 2006). It is alarming that across the United States, the diversity of students is 
increasing while the diversity of teachers is diminishing (Cline & Necochea, 2006). 
 The argument for pursuing teachers with good dispositions continues, as the most 
influential and value-added factor in student achievement is the teacher (Stronge, 2003). 
Our teachers need to be role models (Maylone, 2002). Maylone (2002) also states that 
schools of education need to look seriously at examining pre-service teachers’ 
dispositions as well as their pedagogy. Certification requirements confirm a teacher’s 
knowledge of the subject matter; they do not confirm the teacher’s effectiveness (Paige, 
2002). 
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 In a research study at the University of North Dakota, dispositional codes were 
analyzed and categorized in an effort to address the NCATE standards. Of the four 
categories, emotional and social dispositions comprised half of them (Jensen, 2004). 
Work in the area of multiple intelligences has also pinpointed the importance of 
relationships to the learning environment of the classroom (Gardner, 1999). When 
students describe their best and worst teachers, their stories always will include talk of 
teacher dispositions: how well the teachers did or did not relate to them (Jensen, 2004).  
Another study on the effectiveness of the right dispositions is one that relates to 
technology use. The study determined that the teachers who were student-centered were 
the ones who saw successful results with students (Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). 
 In a Task Force on Teacher Education for Minnesota’s Future, the goals of 
teacher education programs are clear. The programs should promote certain dispositions 
that best facilitate learning (Freeman, 2004). If this happens, the result will only benefit 
children, for they will see better interactions between them and their teachers (Fallona, 
2000). Educating teachers about how important it is to have the proper dispositions to 
teach may result in teachers who look inward and who examine their own behaviors and 
interactions (Fallona, 2000). 
 Another university that is concentrating on teacher dispositions is Central 
Missouri State University. Their framework reflects the belief that “what teachers know 
and can do…makes the crucial difference in what children learn” (National Commission 
on Teaching and America’s Future [NCTAF], 1996, p. 7). These teachers use role play as 
a method to teach dispositions. It is non-threatening, fun, and gives them a broader 
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awareness of what they will encounter in the classroom (Lamson, Aldrich, & Thomas, 
2003).   
 Dispositions of teachers are important so that the delivery of instruction to 
children is effective. Students learn from teachers with whom they can relate. If the 
relationship is not there, often, the learning does not take place. They are also important 
because teachers are role models for children (Maylone, 2002). Educators agree that a 
teacher with a good disposition and bad pedagogy is not a good match. The question 
remains, what about the teacher with bad disposition and good pedagogy?  There is a fine 
line in creating a list of good dispositions and embracing diversity in the workplace 
(Maylone, 2002). However, there is more belief that identifiable dispositions contribute 
to the success of employees in cross-cultural settings (Dare & Leach, 1999). 
The literature investigated thus far shows that teacher dispositions are central to 
professional standards (Thornton, 2006). The topic of teacher dispositions is so important 
that NCATE is including it in its accreditation process. NCATE is requiring that teacher 
education institutions demonstrate that their teacher candidates possess the appropriate 
dispositions to teach (NCATE, 2000). More and more colleges and universities are 
looking at ways to target these significant dispositions. It is worthwhile, then, to look at 
specific assessments and dispositions that have proven to be instrumental in the practice 
of effective teaching.  
The General Education/Methods Instructor Assessment of Teacher Dispositions 
was developed after analyzing 221 surveys from university professors, pre-service 
teachers, practicing teachers, professors, and administrators (Albee & Piveral, 2003). The 
instrument was developed after the findings of the surveys showed no significant 
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differences in the dispositions identified by the various groups as being significant for 
educators (Albee & Piveral, 2003). The instrument identifies these main dispositions as 
follows: 
1. Commitment to continuous refinement of existing practices (flexibility) and 
continuous learning of students;  
2. Commitment to using a variety of strategies (flexibility) in the classroom 
respecting  diversity of background, experience and culture (maturity);  
3. Promotion of self-discipline and self-esteem (maturity);  
4. Commitment to a positive and enthusiastic attitude with students and colleagues 
(sociability);  
5. Belief that students and colleagues should be treated with patience (calmness) and 
kindness. (Albee & Piveral, 2003)  
 At the University of North Carolina at Charlotte, the confirmatory factor analysis 
of scores of 320 pre-service teachers on the Clinical Experience Rubric (CER) showed a 
high correlation among the factors of professionalism, teaching qualities, and relationship 
with others (Flowers, 2006). The following dispositions were measured: timeliness, 
attendance, appearance, attitude (maturity), initiative (assertiveness), confidentiality 
(maturity), teaching quality, flexibility, language, classroom management (assertiveness), 
effectiveness, sensitivity to diversity (maturity), cooperation (sociability), responsive to 
feedback (maturity), and rapport (sociability). This assessment was a direct response to 
the NCATE requirement to look at teacher dispositions (Flowers, 2006). 
 The Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), 
created in 1987, states that, along with knowledge, teachers must hold certain 
 23 
dispositions for teaching (Thompson, Ransdell, & Rousseau, 2004). In a research study 
based on the INTASC Standards, researchers used the Teacher Quality Measure (TQM) 
to note the frequency of observable teacher behaviors. Those dispositions that surfaced 
having commonalities include the following: excellent communicators, active listeners 
(patience), engaging all students, varied strategies (flexibility), and enforced classroom 
rules (assertiveness). Additional field notes discovered that the teacher who embodies the 
INTASC Standards also values flexibility and reciprocity in the teaching process 
(Thompson, Ransdell, & Rousseau, 2004).  
 Another disposition worth assessing is teacher persistence. To persist is to 
“continue steadfastly or firmly in some state, purpose, or course of action…especially in 
spite of opposition, [and] to last or endure tenaciously” (Wheatley, 2002, p. 2). When 
working with poor, urban students, it means to persist steadfastly until successful. It 
means experimenting with variation. It means having the willingness to be reform-
oriented. It means being able to persist despite initial setbacks (flexibility). It means 
having a high level of teacher efficacy. Finally, it means changing what needs to be 
changed in classroom teaching (Wheatley, 2002). A teacher needs to be mature in order 
to have a high degree of teacher persistence. Some criteria for teacher persistence have 
been included in clinical interviews for teacher education candidates. This interview 
process has improved the program’s ability to pinpoint effective teachers (Haberman, 
1995). 
 Although the data continues to evolve on teacher dispositions, there is more and 
more data to support assessing dispositions of teachers. A qualitative study determined 
four primary categories of teacher disposition: cognitive, emotional values, social, and 
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contextual (Jensen, 2004). The emotional values category includes dispositions 
addressing sociability issues (personal, interpersonal, and community.) The social 
category included issues of character and leadership (Jensen, 2004). 
 The Perceptual Rating Scale is another method of assessing dispositions (Taylor 
& Wasicsko, 2000.) Effective teachers’ perceptions include the following descriptions: 
the teacher has a strong perception of self, the teacher believes in others’ abilities to solve 
problems in their own lives, the teacher sees how his/her goals fit into the larger picture 
(maturity), and the teacher has a mature frame of reference on thinking of others when 
making decisions (Taylor & Wasicsko, 2000). 
 A study that looked at teacher dispositions as predictors of classroom technology 
use has implications for all teachers (Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). The Teacher Attribute 
Survey (TAS) was used to measure the targeted dispositions. The dispositions assessed 
were as follows:  teacher self-efficacy, teacher philosophy, teacher openness to change, 
teacher professional development, teacher technology training, and hours worked beyond 
the contracted work week (Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). In reviewing the descriptive 
statistics, the data revealed that the participating teachers were open to change. In 
addition, they were willing to go “above and beyond the call of duty” with their time, and 
they had a risk-taking attitude. Technology is a dynamic innovation (Vannatta & 
Fordham, 2004). School reform efforts are also dynamic innovations that require much 
risk in making change and willingness in giving much uncompensated time. 
 Until the mid-eighties, the educational literature was silent regarding dispositions 
and their relationship to teacher success (Freeman, 2004). Also, almost no information 
regarding specific assessments was available (Jensen, 2004). Adding to the difficulty in 
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discussing dispositions is the lack of clear definitions and measurement scales for 
analyzing dispositions with any type of longitudinal study (Jensen, 2004). 
 In reviewing the research to date, there are dispositions that re-occur in the 
literature as being necessary for successful teaching. Much of the literature addresses the 
importance of these dispositions as they relate specifically to children of poverty. Those 
re-occurring dispositions include the following:   
1. Assertiveness: The tendency for people to take action whether or not the 
environment is favorable or unfavorable;  
2. Sociability: The tendency for people to like and to relate to each other favorably;  
3. Calmness: The tendency for people to remain composed in the face of change or 
adversity;  
4. Conformity: The tendency for people to be flexible and adapt to change;  
5. Maturity: The ability for people to be self-disciplined and socially responsible, 
displaying ethical and moral standards at all times.  
The Activity Vector Analysis (AVA) measures all of these dispositions. (Sweeney 
& Clarke, 2000).  In summary, a person who takes the AVA will receive a numerical 
rating for each disposition. The research supports that these five dispositions, if inherent 
in a teacher in correct proportions, will be indicative of a teacher’s success in teaching 
urban students. The AVA has been validated for use in the business world as evidenced 
by the various studies done regarding its validity. In order to validate the AVA for use 
with educators, it is necessary to give the instrument to teachers and their students.  
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Chapter 3 
 
 
Methods 
 
 
This study analyzed the AVA as it related to dispositions of teachers in charter 
high schools. The researcher undertook a quantitative causal comparative group 
comparison study focusing on the differences in responses on the AVA between students 
and their respective teacher, regarding dispositions of the teacher.  
Sample 
The population for this study consisted of teachers and students of public charter 
high schools in urban areas of the state of Pennsylvania. Urban is defined as a large city 
having a population greater than or equal to 250,000. In Pennsylvania, that includes only 
Pittsburgh and Philadelphia (Pennsylvania League of Urban Schools [PLUS], 2008). 
Between June 2008 and January 2009, principals were contacted to seek their 
permission to conduct the study at their school. Once permission was granted, the 
principals gave the teachers the required letter, consent forms, and a description of the 
study (Appendix D). Teachers were required to read and sign the Consent to Participate 
form required by Duquesne University and the Internal Review Board (IRB) (Appendix 
F). The researcher followed through with the students. In addition to the Consent to 
Participate form, students also had to obtain a Parental Consent to Participate form 
(Appendix E). Participants who desire will have a copy of the results of the study. 
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Participants were guaranteed anonymity. Once the study was complete, each teacher 
participant received a $10 gift card. 
The schools that participated in the survey were two charter high schools in an 
urban neighborhood in Pennsylvania. Five teachers from the first charter high school 
participated. At this high school, in spite of an average class size of 20, the actual 
participants represented smaller numbers of 3, 8, 6, 6, and 9. The class of 3 students and 
one of the classes of 6 students were special education classes. In the second charter high 
school, 25 teachers participated in the study. 
Most core classes (English, mathematics, science, social studies, and foreign 
language) were involved. The breakdown of class type, number, and size is indicated in 
Table 1. 
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Table 1  
Participant Details 
Type of Class  Number of Classes  Number of Students 
Represented in Each Class  
Core 1 5 
Core 1 7 
Core 1 12 
Core 1 16 
Core 1 17 
Core 1 18 
Core 1 20 
Core 1 21 
Core 2 9 
Core 2 15 
Core 3 13 
Core 4 11 
Yoga 1 8 
Art 1 9 
Special Ed 2  6 
Special Ed 1 11 
Band 1 26 
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The Instrument 
The instrument used in this study is called the Activity Vector Analysis (AVA.) 
This instrument is used to detect dispositions of people as they may relate to performance 
in a particular job.  The AVA is a free-response checklist of descriptors developed by 
Walter Clarke in 1942. It was first used in 1948 and has been used with more than 25,000 
people a year (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). In describing the instrument, the researcher 
discussed the underlying theory of the AVA, reviewed its development, reviewed some 
of the research on the AVA, and looked at some of the long terms plans for its further 
refinement. 
 Clarke’s personality model originally consisted of four constructs: Assertiveness, 
Sociability, Calmness, and Conformity. He later added what he called Conscious 
Restraint, which is a person’s maturity level (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). The AVA’s 
latest revision was created in 1991. The standardization sample for this form consisted of 
3,629 volunteers. These volunteers were blue collar, white collar, and management 
workers from the various fields of manufacturing, sales, and public health and safety 
organizations. The sample also included whites, Hispanics, Asians, and African 
Americans (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). 
 The AVA has been in use for over 50 years. Its primary purpose is to assess 
dispositions of people in the workplace. The success of the instrument is based purely on 
research (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). The structure of Clarke’s (2000) personality theory 
has three propositions. First is that people will perceive a situation as being favorable or 
unfavorable (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000).  Second is that an individual will either approach 
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the situation or avoid it (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). Third is that people have a consistent 
amount of energy with which to act (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000).  
The actual form, instructions, and process for the AVA are simple. The AVA is a 
free-response, self-rating form that is currently an online assessment. There is a personal 
data page, two pages each of identical descriptors, and a blank section for the prospective 
candidate to write a brief narrative self-description. For the first set of descriptors, the 
person is asked to check every word that the person feels describes him/her. The second 
set of descriptors instructs the person to check every word that others would use to 
describe him/her (see Appendix A). It is the linear combination of these two that creates a 
composite score of a person’s probable behavior (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). 
The assessment takes less than 30 minutes to complete. The descriptors chosen 
will determine the dispositions for each person (Bizet Human Asset Management [Bizet], 
2004). Persons taking the AVA receive a rating from 1 to 9 for each disposition (see 
Appendix B). In addition to assessing these five dispositions, the AVA also measures a 
person’s Activity Level (ACT: the energy expended); Activity Ratio (AR: morale); 
Conflict Ratio (CR: decision-making ability); Deviation Ration (DR: the individual’s 
commitment to the disposition); Deviation Quotient (DQ: how pronounced each vector 
is); Congruence (a measure of flexibility of behavior); and Job Compatibility (how good 
a fit is this person’s dispositions to the job). (see Appendix C.)  
In 1991, work began on the most recent standardization of the AVA. In this 
process, 3,629 volunteers representing various professions and ethnic backgrounds were a 
part of the study. Based on the outcome, some items were modified to reflect current 
society (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). 
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The reliability of the AVA has been proven to be high. Reliability refers to the 
consistency of scores. If an assessment is reliable, it is consistent over time. In reporting 
reliability statistics for the AVA, the coefficient alphas exceeded .84, denoting high 
internal reliability (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000).  
Validity refers to the extent that an instrument measures what it is supposed to 
measure. For the AVA, there are three types of validity determined: construct validity 
(internal), construct validity (external), and criterion-related validity studies. The internal 
validity of the AVA is strong. Since the AVA is primarily used in personnel assessments, 
the external validity is the degree to which the conclusions in an assessment would hold 
for other persons in other places and at other times (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). After 
testing the external validity of the AVA, the results showed that there were no 
statistically significant differences in the analysis between company presidents and either 
salesmen and/or engineers (Clarke, 1956). Later studies also showed that there was a 
significant relationship between the AVA scores and other personality instruments like 
the Guilford Zimmerman Temperament Survey (Clarke, 1956). The AVA was found to 
be better or compatible with were the Kuder Preference Record and the Kessler Passive-
Dependency Scale (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). 
In another validation study, life insurance agents were hired using the AVA. After 
three years of being on the job, an analysis was done on their performance. The 
conclusion was that the successful life insurance agents in this study had much higher 
scores on the AVA in the areas of assertiveness and sociability, and much lower scores 
than the unsuccessful life insurance agents in the areas of calmness and conformity. This 
pattern is consistent with the profile for “best” life insurance agents (Merenda & Clarke, 
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1961). Other studies testing the AVA for validity with regard to race, gender, and age all 
show the AVA to be a statistically significant tool for hiring and placement (Sweeney & 
Clarke 2000).  
Another type of validity is the criterion-related validity. Criterion-related validity 
shows the degree to which an instrument is related to job performance. This can be done 
in one of two ways. First, people already on the job can be given the assessment. 
Secondly, applicants can be given the assessment before they become employees. Then, 
once hired, the assessment is given again. Merenda and Clarke concluded that the AVA 
distinguished between the successful and unsuccessful employees (Sweeney & Clarke, 
2000). 
In a cross-validation study, a baseline sample is created. A second sample is 
compared to the baseline sample. Using this approach, the AVA successfully predicted 
successful and unsuccessful employees after a three year period. In addition, 
demographic studies showed that there were no significant differences among race, 
gender, or age, confirming that the AVA can be a statistically significant tool for hiring 
and placement (Sweeney & Clarke, 2000). 
Five dispositions (vectors) are studied in the AVA according to the Bizet 
Individual Assessment Interpretation Guide (2004). The five dispositions are as follows: 
Assertiveness, Sociability, Calmness, Conformity (flexibility), and Conscious Restraint 
(maturity). The literature supports these dispositions as being critical to teacher success, 
especially in schools with high poverty. The study of Albee and Piveral (2003) showed 
the need for the right degree of conformity (flexibility and change), sociability, calmness, 
and maturity in their survey work of 221 educators. Thompson, Ransdell, and Rousseau 
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(2004) showed the need to be flexible and to embrace change, especially with urban 
children of poverty, with their TQM studies on the INTASC standards. The results also 
noted the need for a certain level of assertiveness. Wheatley (2002) discusses the need to 
be persistent, meaning, to change what needs to be changed when it needs to be changed. 
This thought also supports the need for the right degree of conformity for teaching 
children in urban schools. In researching teachers’ use of technology, Vannatta and 
Fordham (2004) saw the need for risk-taking, thereby noting the need again for 
flexibility. Flowers’s (2006) work with the CER showed high correlations on the need for 
teachers to display sociability, assertiveness and maturity. Jensen’s (2004) research at the 
University of North Dakota showed the need for relationship building. Teachers need to 
have some degree of sociability in order to build relationships with people, especially 
with their students. Haberman’s (2004) work with the interview process focused on the 
disposition of persistence. Taking setbacks and having the ability to move forward is a 
sign of maturity. Taylor and Wasicsko (2000) also address the disposition of maturity. 
Their belief is that a teacher who has a good sense of self and knows how his/her work 
fits into the bigger picture is a teacher who is mature.  
In summary, there is strong evidence that the AVA is a predictor of behaviors in 
an individual. When the AVA results are compared to a baseline score, there is evidence 
to show that the AVA will also predict the success of that individual on the job. A person 
who takes the AVA will receive a numerical rating for each disposition. The research 
supports that these five dispositions, if inherent in a person in correct proportions, will be 
indicative of a teacher’s success in teaching urban students. The AVA has been validated 
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for use in the business world. In order to validate the AVA for use with educators, it is 
necessary to give the instrument to teachers and their students.  
Procedure 
The researcher attempted to retrieve 40 assessments from Pennsylvania Charter 
Schools. All approved letters and forms from the IRB at Duquesne University were given 
to participating schools. The researcher obtained the approval of the principals for the 
study to be done at their schools using the approved letters and forms (Appendices D, E, 
and F). The researcher gained permission from the teachers by forwarding a letter and 
forms via their principals to them explaining the study. They then returned the approved 
signature page to the researcher. The teachers had directions in their initial letter on how 
to take the AVA. Those who participated took the AVA online.  
The AVA consists of a 20 minute online assessment. The teachers could create a 
fictitious name. They also indicated their gender, total years of teaching experience, and 
years of experience teaching in a charter school. The results came directly to the 
researcher in electronic format.  
Once the researcher obtained the signature approval page, she arranged a mutually 
agreeable time with the principal and the teacher to visit the classroom to explain the 
study to the students. The researcher explained why she wanted to pursue the study and 
why it was so important to charter schools. She then explained why parental permission 
was needed. The researcher handed out the parental permission forms and the student 
consent forms to those students interested in being a part of the study. The researcher 
then arranged for another day to return to the school to complete the process with those 
students who obtained parental permission. 
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The students who obtained parental permission and who desired to participate 
were given the AVA by the researcher. They took a paper-and-pencil version of the 
AVA. The students took the AVA under the supervision of the researcher in a classroom. 
The teacher was not present while students took the AVA. Although the researcher did 
not define the terms for the students, she made it clear to the students that she was 
available to answer any questions about the directions or to help to explain any of the 
terminology. Students were directed to hand the instrument directly to the researcher 
upon completion. The researcher waited for all students to be finished before leaving the 
classroom. 
For teachers and students who took the AVA, the instructions were the same. For 
the first set of descriptors, the participants checked every word that the person feels is 
truly descriptive of him/her. The second set of directions instructed the participants to 
check every word that the person feels how others view him/her. The third part of the 
assessment asked the participants to write a brief description of self in the person’s own 
words. The assessment took less than thirty minutes to complete (Bizet, 2004). Once all 
student responses were collected by the researcher, she uploaded all student data into the 
AVA system online in the same manner as the teacher. Once all the data were loaded, the 
researcher collated all data from the teachers and student, and then recorded all the data 
into the SPSS software. 
The actual form, instructions, and process for the AVA are simple. It is a free-
response, self-rating form that is currently an online assessment (see Appendix A). There 
is a personal data page, two pages each of identical adjectives, and a blank section for the 
prospective candidate to write a brief narrative self-description. The AVA consists of five 
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independent constructs. A participant checks descriptors first, as the participant perceives 
self and, second, as the participant thinks others view him/her. It is the linear combination 
of these two that creates a composite score of a person’s probable behavior (Sweeney & 
Clarke, 2000). 
The five dispositions (vectors) of Assertiveness, Sociability, Calmness, 
Conformity (flexibility) and Conscious Restraint (maturity) were analyzed according to 
the Bizet Individual Assessment Interpretation Guide (2004). Persons taking the AVA 
receive a score from 1 to 9 for each disposition. In this study, students’ scores were 
indicative of how they saw their teachers, not themselves (see Appendix B). 
Method of Analysis 
The researcher in this study successfully completed training as a certified AVA 
analyst (see Appendix G). The researcher looked at five dispositions of teachers by 
comparing how the teachers viewed themselves to how the students viewed the teachers. 
These five dispositions were the dependent variables. Those dispositions were as follows: 
1) assertiveness, the tendency for people to take action in situations that they perceive as 
unfavorable; 2) sociability, the tendency to approach situations involving people; 3) 
calmness, the tendency for the person to remain calm in the face of change; 4) conformity 
,the tendency to avoid unfavorable situations that could involve risk; and 5) conscious 
restraint, the tendency to be self-disciplined, socially responsible, and to behave in a 
controlled manner. It implies that the person has clear, ethical values which he/she will 
uphold. The independent variable was the role. The role was defined as either teacher or 
student. 
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The researcher ran Descriptive Statistics to look at the means and the frequencies 
of the responses of both the teachers and the students. This allowed the researcher to 
obtain an overall picture of the results. The researcher also performed One-Way 
ANOVAS for each class of teachers and students. The One-Way ANOVAS were chosen 
to see if significant differences occurred between the teachers’ responses on the AVA and 
the students’ responses on the AVA.  
The researcher undertook an ANOVA analyses for each class. The ANOVA used 
a .01 level of significance. The .01 level of significance was used. Performing the 
ANOVA at the .01 level of significance gave the researcher a 99% chance that the results 
were true. Running multiple ANOVAS with the same group increased the likelihood of a 
Type I Error, which is one that evaluates the null hypothesis incorrectly. 
There were two basic assumptions for ANOVA.  The first assumption, that the 
dependent variable had to be normally distributed, was met in all cases. The ANOVAS 
run in this study met this assumption. The second assumption was homogeneity of 
variance. That meant that the spread of scores in each cell of the design had to be 
equivalent. The ANOVA run in this study did not meet this assumption. There was a non-
normal sample as there was only one teacher for each class, and there were five 
dependent variables. 
The researcher was not looking for results of significant differences as typical in 
an ANOVA. Rather, the researcher looked at the results that were not significant, thereby 
noting similarities between teacher responses and their student responses on the AVA. 
Where the level of significance was .01 or less, the researcher determined that there was a 
significant difference between how the teacher saw himself/herself, and how the student 
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saw the teacher. The researcher’s desired result was that there was not a significant 
difference between the teacher view of self and the student view of the teacher. This 
meant that the students viewed their teachers’ dispositions at a level similar to that of the 
teacher. The researcher then created a chart from the data that showed those classes that 
had significant differences between the teacher results and the student results.  
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Chapter 4 
 
 
Results 
 
 
 This chapter presents the results of the data collected in this study. Although 
seven charter schools were contacted to participate in the study, only two high schools 
agreed to take part. A total of 30 teachers from the two schools volunteered to participate. 
Both schools are urban schools in the state of Pennsylvania. Three-hundred-forty-three 
students responded. The average class size was 11. Ninety-one percent of students in this 
total were in regular education; 9% were special education students. Students were asked 
to indicate their gender; however, many did not. Therefore, data on student gender was not 
analyzed.  
Research Question One 
What is the comparison between student opinion of teachers’ dispositions and the 
self-reported teacher dispositions as evidenced by the AVA? A one- way ANOVA with 
two groups was run on each class to determine if there was a significant difference 
between the students’ opinions of the teacher’s dispositions and the self-reported 
dispositions of the teacher. Each teacher comprised a group of his/her own while students 
made up the second group. The first five classes discussed below were special education 
pull out classes; the remaining 25 classes were typical, heterogeneously grouped classes. 
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As seen in Table 2 (Class 1), there were no significant differences in the self 
perception of the teacher with respect to the five dispositions and how the students saw 
the teacher’s dispositions.  
Table 2  
ANOVA Results for Class 5 (3 students, special education) 
  
  
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .083 1 .083 .005 .951 
  Within Groups 34.667 2 17.333     
  Total 34.750 3       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 8.333 1 8.333 1.563 .338 
  Within Groups 10.667 2 5.333     
  Total 19.000 3       
CALMNESS Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000 
  Within Groups 8.000 2 4.000     
  Total 8.000 3       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 6.750 1 6.750 .563 .531 
  Within Groups 24.000 2 12.000     
  Total 30.750 3       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 8.333 1 8.333 1.316 .370 
  Within Groups 12.667 2 6.333     
  Total 21.000 3       
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Table 3 (Class 5) indicates that there were no significant differences in the self 
perception of the teacher with respect to the five dispositions and how the students saw 
the teacher’s dispositions.  
Table 3  
ANOVA Results for Class 2 (6 students, special education) 
   
Sum of  
Squares 
Df Mean  
Square 
  F      
Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .595 1 .595 .143 .721 
  Within Groups 20.833 5 4.167     
  Total 21.429 6       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 6.881 1 6.881 1.385 .292 
  Within Groups 24.833 5 4.967     
  Total 31.714 6       
CALMNESS Between Groups 4.667 1 4.667 .515 .505 
  Within Groups 45.333 5 9.067     
  Total 50.000 6       
CONFORMITY Between Groups .095 1 .095 .014 .910 
  Within Groups 33.333 5 6.667     
  Total 33.429 6       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups .024 1 .024 .143 .721 
  Within Groups .833 5 .167     
  Total .857 6       
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Table 4 (Class 6) shows that there were no significant differences in the self 
perception of the teacher with respect to the five dispositions and how the students saw 
the teacher’s dispositions.  
Table 4  
ANOVA Results for Class 6 (4 students, special education) 
   
Sum of  
Squares Df 
Mean  
Square         F     Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 
.450 1 .450 .092 .782 
  Within Groups 14.750 3 4.917     
  Total 15.200 4       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 
.450 1 .450 .106 .766 
  Within Groups 12.750 3 4.250     
  Total 13.200 4       
CALMNESS Between Groups 
4.050 1 4.050 .272 .638 
  Within Groups 44.750 3 14.917     
  Total 48.800 4       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 
.450 1 .450 .039 .856 
  Within Groups 34.750 3 11.583     
  Total 35.200 4       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 
3.200 1 3.200 .369 .586 
  Within Groups 26.000 3 8.667     
  Total 29.200 4       
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As seen in Table 5 (Class 8), there is a significant difference at the .01 level of 
significance between the self perception of the teacher and how the students rated the 
teacher’s disposition of assertiveness. There were no significant differences in the self 
perception of the teacher with respect to the other four dispositions and how the students 
saw those other four dispositions of the teacher 
Table 5  
ANOVA Results for Class 8 (6 students, special education) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
Df Mean  
Square 
F    
Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 10.500 1 10.500 35.000 .002 
  Within Groups 1.500 5 .300     
  Total 12.000 6       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 4.024 1 4.024 .546 .493 
  Within Groups 36.833 5 7.367     
  Total 40.857 6       
CALMNESS Between Groups .095 1 .095 .010 .926 
  Within Groups 49.333 5 9.867     
  Total 49.429 6       
CONFORMITY Between Groups .857 1 .857 .306 .604 
  Within Groups 14.000 5 2.800     
  Total 14.857 6       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 13.714 1 13.714 . . 
  Within Groups .000 5 .000     
  Total 13.714 6       
*Significance at the.01 level of significance 
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Table 6 (Class 15) is the last table for special education classes, and indicates that 
there was a significant difference at the .05 level of significance in the self perception of 
the teacher with respect to the disposition of assertiveness and how the students saw the 
teacher’s disposition of assertiveness. There was also a significant difference at the .01 
level of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other three dispositions and how the students saw those other three 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 6  
ANOVA Results for Class 15 (11 students, special education) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F          
Sig.*§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 8.250 1 8.250 5.893 .036§ 
  Within Groups 14.000 10 1.400     
  Total 22.250 11       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 8.250 1 8.250 2.063 .181 
  Within Groups 40.000 10 4.000     
  Total 48.250 11       
CALMNESS Between Groups 10.371 1 10.371 1.559 .240 
  Within Groups 66.545 10 6.655     
  Total 76.917 11       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 10.371 1 10.371 2.328 .158 
  Within Groups 44.545 10 4.455     
  Total 54.917 11       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 49.705 1 49.705 47.134 .000* 
  Within Groups 10.545 10 1.055     
  Total 60.250 11       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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The remaining tables represent analyses for the regular education classes. All of 
the classes detailed in Tables 7 through 13 show no significant differences between 
teacher and student responses. By contrast, Tables 14 through 31 do show a few 
significant differences among the various dispositions between teachers and students. 
Overall, there were few significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the five dispositions and how the students saw the teacher’s dispositions. 
Table 7  
ANOVA Results for Class 4 (17 students) 
   
Sum of  
Squares 
Df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 1.582 1 1.582 .208 .654 
  Within Groups 121.529 16 7.596     
  Total 123.111 17       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .003 1 .003 .001 .982 
  Within Groups 100.941 16 6.309     
  Total 100.944 17       
CALMNESS Between Groups 3.778 1 3.778 .444 .514 
  Within Groups 136.000 16 8.500     
  Total 139.778 17       
CONFORMITY Between Groups .552 1 .552 .140 .713 
  Within Groups 63.059 16 3.941     
  Total 63.611 17       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 1.582 1 1.582 1.175 .294 
  Within Groups 21.529 16 1.346     
  Total 23.111 17       
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Table 8  
ANOVA Results for Class 12 (15 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 3.037 1 3.037 .407 .534 
  Within Groups 104.400 14 7.457     
  Total 107.438 15       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 5.104 1 5.104 1.448 .249 
  Within Groups 49.333 14 3.524     
  Total 54.438 15       
CALMNESS Between Groups .038 1 .038 .004 .953 
  Within Groups 148.400 14 10.600     
  Total 148.438 15       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 14.504 1 14.504 3.446 .085 
  Within Groups 58.933 14 4.210     
  Total 73.438 15       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 9.204 1 9.204 1.436 .251 
  Within Groups 89.733 14 6.410     
  Total 98.937 15       
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Table 9 
ANOVA Results for Class 13 (18 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .354 1 .354 .077 .785 
  Within Groups 78.278 17 4.605     
  Total 78.632 18       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .573 1 .573 .126 .727 
  Within Groups 77.111 17 4.536     
  Total 77.684 18       
CALMNESS Between Groups .026 1 .026 .005 .945 
  Within Groups 90.500 17 5.324     
  Total 90.526 18       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.415 1 1.415 .511 .485 
  Within Groups 47.111 17 2.771     
  Total 48.526 18       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups .073 1 .073 .080 .781 
  Within Groups 15.611 17 .918     
  Total 15.684 18       
 
 48 
 
Table 10  
ANOVA Results for Class 21 (8 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000 
  Within Groups 48.000 7 6.857     
  Total 48.000 8       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .014 1 .014 .004 .950 
  Within Groups 22.875 7 3.268     
  Total 22.889 8       
CALMNESS Between Groups 10.125 1 10.125 1.076 .334 
  Within Groups 65.875 7 9.411     
  Total 76.000 8       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 10.889 1 10.889 1.412 .274 
  Within Groups 54.000 7 7.714     
  Total 64.889 8       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups .222 1 .222 .052 .826 
  Within Groups 30.000 7 4.286     
  Total 30.222 8       
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Table 11  
ANOVA Results for Class 24 (7 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 3.500 1 3.500 .583 .474 
  Within Groups 36.000 6 6.000     
  Total 39.500 7       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 1.786 1 1.786 .234 .645 
  Within Groups 45.714 6 7.619     
  Total 47.500 7       
CALMNESS Between Groups .875 1 .875 .375 .563 
  Within Groups 14.000 6 2.333     
  Total 14.875 7       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 2.161 1 2.161 .468 .520 
  Within Groups 27.714 6 4.619     
  Total 29.875 7       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 30.018 1 30.018 3.168 .125 
  Within Groups 56.857 6 9.476     
  Total 86.875 7       
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Table 12  
ANOVA Results for Class 27 (9 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 4.900 1 4.900 .426 .532 
  Within Groups 92.000 8 11.500     
  Total 96.900 9       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 2.178 1 2.178 .248 .632 
  Within Groups 70.222 8 8.778     
  Total 72.400 9       
CALMNESS Between Groups 6.400 1 6.400 1.113 .322 
  Within Groups 46.000 8 5.750     
  Total 52.400 9       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 3.211 1 3.211 .661 .440 
  Within Groups 38.889 8 4.861     
  Total 42.100 9       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 1.878 1 1.878 3.558 .096 
  Within Groups 4.222 8 .528     
  Total 6.100 9       
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Table 13  
ANOVA Results for Class 29 (11 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .917 1 .917 .458 .514 
  Within Groups 20.000 10 2.000     
  Total 20.917 11       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 3.341 1 3.341 1.976 .190 
  Within Groups 16.909 10 1.691     
  Total 20.250 11       
CALMNESS Between Groups 2.189 1 2.189 .222 .648 
  Within Groups 98.727 10 9.873     
  Total 100.917 11       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.705 1 1.705 .493 .498 
  Within Groups 34.545 10 3.455     
  Total 36.250 11       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 1.939 1 1.939 2.883 .120 
  Within Groups 6.727 10 .673     
  Total 8.667 11       
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Table 14 (Class 2) shows a significant difference at the .05 level of significance in 
the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of conscious restraint and 
how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious restraint. There were no 
significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the other four 
dispositions and how the students saw those other four dispositions of the teacher. 
Table 14  
ANOVA Results for Class 2 (5 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 12.033 1 12.033 7.078 .056 
  Within Groups 6.800 4 1.700     
  Total 18.833 5       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 32.033 1 32.033 7.627 .051 
  Within Groups 16.800 4 4.200     
  Total 48.833 5       
CALMNESS Between Groups .300 1 .300 .027 .878 
  Within Groups 45.200 4 11.300     
  Total 45.500 5       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 2.700 1 2.700 1.588 .276 
  Within Groups 6.800 4 1.700     
  Total 9.500 5       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 16.133 1 16.133 8.963 .040§ 
  Within Groups 7.200 4 1.800     
  Total 23.333 5       
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
 
 53 
 
As seen in Table 15 (Class 3), there was a significant difference at the .05 level of 
significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the dispositions of 
calmness and conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of 
calmness and conscious restraint. There were no significant differences in the self 
perception of the teacher with respect to the other three dispositions and how the students 
saw those other three dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 15  
ANOVA Results for Class 3 (20 students) 
   
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 13.038 1 13.038 3.529 .076 
  Within Groups 70.200 19 3.695     
  Total 83.238 20       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .238 1 .238 .079 .781 
  Within Groups 57.000 19 3.000     
  Total 57.238 20       
CALMNESS Between Groups 30.402 1 30.402 5.321  
.032§ 
  Within Groups 108.550 19 5.713     
  Total 138.952 20       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 5.717 1 5.717 1.098 .308 
  Within Groups 98.950 19 5.208     
  Total 104.667 20       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 4.200 1 4.200 4.483 .048§ 
  Within Groups 17.800 19 .937     
  Total 22.000 20       
§Significance at the .05 level of significance. 
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Table 16 (Class 7) indicates that there was a significant difference at the .01 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher. 
Table 16  
ANOVA Results for Class 7 (13 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 1.780 1 1.780 1.251 .285 
  Within Groups 17.077 12 1.423     
  Total 18.857 13       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 15.434 1 15.434 3.637 .081 
  Within Groups 50.923 12 4.244     
  Total 66.357 13       
CALMNESS Between Groups .269 1 .269 .024 .880 
  Within Groups 135.231 12 11.269     
  Total 135.500 13       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 5.280 1 5.280 .945 .350 
  Within Groups 67.077 12 5.590     
  Total 72.357 13       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 51.698 1 51.698 40.732 .000 
  Within Groups 15.231 12 1.269     
  Total 66.929 13       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
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Table 17 (Class 9) shows that there was a significant difference at the .05 level of 
significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the dispositions of 
assertiveness and conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s dispositions 
of assertiveness and conscious restraint. There were no significant differences in the self 
perception of the teacher with respect to the other three dispositions and how the students 
saw those other three dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 17  
ANOVA Results for Class 9 (9 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 36.100 1 36.100 9.627 .015
§ 
  Within Groups 30.000 8 3.750     
  Total 66.100 9       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 1.878 1 1.878 1.827 .213 
  Within Groups 8.222 8 1.028     
  Total 10.100 9       
CALMNESS Between Groups 10.000 1 10.000 .952 .358 
  Within Groups 84.000 8 10.500     
  Total 94.000 9       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 17.778 1 17.778 3.536 .097 
  Within Groups 40.222 8 5.028     
  Total 58.000 9       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 23.511 1 23.511 9.958 .013
§ 
  Within Groups 18.889 8 2.361     
  Total 42.400 9       
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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As seen in Table 18 (Class 10), there was a significant difference at the .05 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 18  
ANOVA Results for Class 10 (11 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 1.485 1 1.485 .567 .469 
  Within Groups 26.182 10 2.618     
  Total 27.667 11       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .189 1 .189 .083 .779 
  Within Groups 22.727 10 2.273     
  Total 22.917 11       
CALMNESS Between Groups 7.280 1 7.280 .778 .399 
  Within Groups 93.636 10 9.364     
  Total 100.917 11       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.091 1 1.091 .353 .566 
  Within Groups 30.909 10 3.091     
  Total 32.000 11       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 14.008 1 14.008 5.623 .039
§ 
  Within Groups 24.909 10 2.491     
  Total 38.917 11       
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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Table 19 (Class 11) indicates that there was a significant difference at the .05 
level of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conformity and at the .01 level of significance for conscious restraint and how the 
students saw the teacher’s dispositions of conformity and conscious restraint. There were 
no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the other 
three dispositions and how the students saw those other three dispositions of the teacher. 
Table 19  
ANOVA Results for Class 11 (11 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.*
§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 3.341 1 3.341 .744 .409 
  Within Groups 44.909 10 4.491     
  Total 48.250 11       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .189 1 .189 .058 .815 
  Within Groups 32.727 10 3.273     
  Total 32.917 11       
CALMNESS Between Groups 5.939 1 5.939 .500 .496 
  Within Groups 118.727 10 11.873     
  Total 124.667 11       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 22.091 1 22.091 5.678 .038§ 
  Within Groups 38.909 10 3.891     
  Total 61.000 11       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 39.273 1 39.273 10.141 .010* 
  Within Groups 38.727 10 3.873     
  Total 78.000 11       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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Table 20 (Class 14) shows that there was a significant difference at the .05 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 20  
ANOVA Results for Class 14 (8 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 1.125 1 1.125 .724 .423 
  Within Groups 10.875 7 1.554     
  Total 12.000 8       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .681 1 .681 .252 .631 
  Within Groups 18.875 7 2.696     
  Total 19.556 8       
CALMNESS Between Groups 1.681 1 1.681 .218 .654 
  Within Groups 53.875 7 7.696     
  Total 55.556 8       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 10.125 1 10.125 1.480 .263 
  Within Groups 47.875 7 6.839     
  Total 58.000 8       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 15.125 1 15.125 7.118 .03§ 
  Within Groups 14.875 7 2.125     
  Total 30.000 8       
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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As seen in Table 21 (Class 16), there was a significant difference at the .01 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 21  
ANOVA Results for Class 16 (26 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
Df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 27.920 1 27.920 3.558 .071 
  Within Groups 196.154 25 7.846     
  Total 224.074 26       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .689 1 .689 .131 .720 
  Within Groups 131.385 25 5.255     
  Total 132.074 26       
CALMNESS Between Groups 10.782 1 10.782 1.045 .316 
  Within Groups 257.885 25 10.315     
  Total 268.667 26       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 8.013 1 8.013 2.424 .132 
  Within Groups 82.654 25 3.306     
  Total 90.667 26       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 18.513 1 18.513 17.696 .000
* 
  Within Groups 26.154 25 1.046     
  Total 44.667 26       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
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As seen in Table 22 (Class 17), there was a significant difference at the .01 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 22  
ANOVA Results for Class 17 (20 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F  
Sig.* 
 
ASSERTIVENESS 
 
Between Groups 
 
.018 
 
1 
 
.018 
 
.005 
 
.943 
  Within Groups 69.300 20 3.465     
  Total 69.318 21       
 
SOCIABILITY 
 
Between Groups 
2.200 1 2.200 .462 .505 
  Within Groups 95.300 20 4.765     
  Total 97.500 21       
 
CALMNESS 
 
Between Groups 
 
4.655 
 
1 
 
4.655 
 
.451 
 
.509 
  Within Groups 206.300 20 10.315     
  Total 210.955 21       
 
CONFORMITY 
 
Between Groups 
 
.655 
 
1 
 
.655 
 
.093 
 
.763 
  Within Groups 140.300 20 7.015     
  Total 140.955 21       
 
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
 
Between Groups 
 
20.405 
 
1 
 
20.405 
 
9.591 
 
.006
* 
  Within Groups 42.550 20 2.128     
  Total 62.955 21       
*Significance at the.01 level of significance 
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Table 23 (Class 18) indicates that there was a significant difference at the .01 
level of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
sociability and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of sociability. There were 
no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the other 
four dispositions and how the students saw those other four dispositions of the teacher.   
Table 23  
ANOVA Results for Class 18 (13 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 1.407 1 1.407 .522 .484 
  Within Groups 32.308 12 2.692     
  Total 33.714 13       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 9.692 1 9.692 11.284 .006 
  Within Groups 10.308 12 .859     
  Total 20.000 13       
CALMNESS Between Groups .929 1 .929 .186 .674 
  Within Groups 60.000 12 5.000     
  Total 60.929 13       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.588 1 1.588 .712 .415 
  Within Groups 26.769 12 2.231     
  Total 28.357 13       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 4.308 1 4.308 1.302 .276 
  Within Groups 39.692 12 3.308     
  Total 44.000 13       
*Significance at the.01 level of significance 
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As seen in Table 24 (Class 19), there was a significant difference at the .01 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 24  
ANOVA Results for Class 19 (15 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 1.838 1 1.838 .650 .434 
  Within Groups 39.600 14 2.829     
  Total 41.438 15       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 8.067 1 8.067 2.513 .135 
  Within Groups 44.933 14 3.210     
  Total 53.000 15       
CALMNESS Between Groups 8.438 1 8.438 .767 .396 
  Within Groups 154.000 14 11.000     
  Total 162.438 15       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.667 1 1.667 .473 .503 
  Within Groups 49.333 14 3.524     
  Total 51.000 15       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 46.817 1 46.817 28.580 .000
* 
  Within Groups 22.933 14 1.638     
  Total 69.750 15       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
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Table 25 (Class 20) indicates that there was a significant difference at the .01 
level of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 25  
ANOVA Results for Class 20 (12 students) 
   
Sum of  
Squares 
Df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .641 1 .641 .198 .665 
  Within Groups 35.667 11 3.242     
  Total 36.308 12       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 4.673 1 4.673 .625 .446 
  Within Groups 82.250 11 7.477     
  Total 86.923 12       
CALMNESS Between Groups 5.769 1 5.769 1.244 .288 
  Within Groups 51.000 11 4.636     
  Total 56.769 12       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.083 1 1.083 .254 .624 
  Within Groups 46.917 11 4.265     
  Total 48.000 12       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 46.314 1 46.314 24.356 .000
* 
  Within Groups 20.917 11 1.902     
  Total 67.231 12       
*Significance at the.01 level of significance 
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Table 26 (Class 22) shows that there was a significant difference at the .05 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
assertiveness and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of assertiveness. There 
were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the 
other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four dispositions of the 
teacher.  
Table 26  
ANOVA Results for Class 22 (6 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 29.167 1 29.167 9.831 .026
§ 
  Within Groups 14.833 5 2.967     
  Total 44.000 6       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 14.881 1 14.881 3.259 .131 
  Within Groups 22.833 5 4.567     
  Total 37.714 6       
CALMNESS Between Groups 6.881 1 6.881 .886 .390 
  Within Groups 38.833 5 7.767     
  Total 45.714 6       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.167 1 1.167 .158 .707 
  Within Groups 36.833 5 7.367     
  Total 38.000 6       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 1.929 1 1.929 .203 .671 
  Within Groups 47.500 5 9.500     
  Total 49.429 6       
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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As seen in Table 27 (Class 23), there was a significant difference at the .01 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the dispositions of 
sociability, conformity, and conscious restraint and how the students saw the teacher’s 
dispositions of sociability, conformity, and conscious restraint. There were no significant 
differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the other two dispositions 
and how the students saw those other two dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 27  
ANOVA Results for Class 23 (9 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .900 1 .900 .100 .760 
  Within Groups 72.000 8 9.000     
  Total 72.900 9       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 31.211 1 31.211 19.372 .002
* 
  Within Groups 12.889 8 1.611     
  Total 44.100 9       
CALMNESS Between Groups .711 1 .711 .067 .802 
  Within Groups 84.889 8 10.611     
  Total 85.600 9       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 17.778 1 17.778 33.684 .000
* 
  Within Groups 4.222 8 .528     
  Total 22.000 9       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 42.711 1 42.711 18.089 .003
* 
  Within Groups 18.889 8 2.361     
  Total 61.600 9       
*Significance at the.01 level of significance 
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Table 28 (Class 25) indicates that there was a significant difference at the .05 
level of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
sociability, and at the .01 level of significance in the area of conscious restraint, and how 
the students saw the teacher’s dispositions of sociability and conscious restraint. There 
were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the 
other three dispositions and how the students saw those other three dispositions of the 
teacher.  
Table 28  
ANOVA Results for Class 25 (13 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.*§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 2.423 1 2.423 .509 .489 
  Within Groups 57.077 12 4.756     
  Total 59.500 13       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 13.736 1 13.736 6.416 .026§ 
  Within Groups 25.692 12 2.141     
  Total 39.429 13       
CALMNESS Between Groups 10.637 1 10.637 2.832 .118 
  Within Groups 45.077 12 3.756     
  Total 55.714 13       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 1.236 1 1.236 .577 .462 
  Within Groups 25.692 12 2.141     
  Total 26.929 13       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 25.407 1 25.407 48.334 .000* 
  Within Groups 6.308 12 .526     
  Total 31.714 13       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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Table 29 (Class 26) shows that there was a significant difference at the .01 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
conscious restraint, and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of conscious 
restraint. There were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with 
respect to the other four dispositions and how the students saw those other four 
dispositions of the teacher.  
Table 29  
ANOVA Results for Class 26 (11 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 4.364 1 4.364 1.702 .221 
  Within Groups 25.636 10 2.564     
  Total 30.000 11       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .008 1 .008 .002 .965 
  Within Groups 36.909 10 3.691     
  Total 36.917 11       
CALMNESS Between Groups 4.735 1 4.735 .638 .443 
  Within Groups 74.182 10 7.418     
  Total 78.917 11       
CONFORMITY Between Groups .030 1 .030 .008 .932 
  Within Groups 39.636 10 3.964     
  Total 39.667 11       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 43.758 1 43.758 23.141 .001
* 
  Within Groups 18.909 10 1.891     
  Total 62.667 11       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
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As seen in Table 30 (Class 28), there was a significant difference at the .05 level 
of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
sociability, and how the students saw the teacher’s disposition of sociability. There were 
no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the other 
four dispositions and how the students saw those other four dispositions of the teacher.   
Table 30  
ANOVA Results for Class 28 (9 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.§ 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .044 1 .044 .008 .930 
  Within Groups 43.556 8 5.444     
  Total 43.600 9       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups 5.878 1 5.878 5.719 .044
§ 
  Within Groups 8.222 8 1.028     
  Total 14.100 9       
CALMNESS Between Groups .711 1 .711 .080 .784 
  Within Groups 70.889 8 8.861     
  Total 71.600 9       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 12.100 1 12.100 2.847 .130 
  Within Groups 34.000 8 4.250     
  Total 46.100 9       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 1.600 1 1.600 1.600 .242 
  Within Groups 8.000 8 1.000     
  Total 9.600 9       
*Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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Table 31 (Class 30) indicates that there was a significant difference at the .05 
level of significance in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the disposition of 
assertiveness, and at the .01 level of significance for conscious restraint and how the 
students saw the teacher’s dispositions of assertiveness and conscious restraint. There 
were no significant differences in the self perception of the teacher with respect to the 
other three dispositions and how the students saw those other three dispositions of the 
teacher.   
Table 31  
ANOVA Results for Class 30 (16 students) 
    
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig.* 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups 28.471 1 28.471 5.931 .028
§ 
  Within Groups 72.000 15 4.800     
  Total 100.471 16       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .298 1 .298 .172 .684 
  Within Groups 25.938 15 1.729     
  Total 26.235 16       
CALMNESS Between Groups 11.945 1 11.945 1.080 .315 
  Within Groups 165.938 15 11.063     
  Total 177.882 16       
CONFORMITY Between Groups 5.882 1 5.882 1.634 .221 
  Within Groups 54.000 15 3.600     
  Total 59.882 16       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 48.621 1 48.621 50.516 .000
* 
  Within Groups 14.438 15 .963     
  Total 63.059 16       
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
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Table 32 is a summary table showing the results of the 30 ANOVAs at a glance. 
The researcher noted those classes that were special education, the number of students in 
each class, and the dispositions that appeared to have a significant difference between 
teacher responses and student responses at either the .05 or .01 level of significance.  
Table 32  
ANOVA Tables at a Glance 
CLASS N 
Assert. 
F 
Assert. 
Sig * 
Soc.  
F 
Soc. 
Sig * 
Calm. 
F 
Calm. 
Sig * 
Conf.  
F 
Conf. 
Sig * 
CR 
 F 
CR 
 Sig 
*§ 
1 ** 3 0.005   1.563   0.000   0.563   1.316   
2 5 7.078   7.627   0.027   1.588   8.963 0.040§ 
3 20 3.529   0.079   5.321 0.032 1.098   4.483 0.048§ 
4 17 0.208   0.001   0.444   0.140   1.175   
5 ** 6 0.143   1.385   0.515   0.014   0.143   
6 ** 4 0.092   0.106   0.272   0.039   0.369   
7 13 1.251   3.637   0.024   0.945   40.732 0.000* 
8 ** 6 35.000 0.002 0.546   0.010   0.306       
9 9 9.627 0.015 1.827   0.952   3.536   9.958 0.013§ 
10 11 0.567   0.083   0.778   0.353   5.623 0.039§ 
11 11 0.744   0.058   0.500   5.678 0.038 10.141 0.010* 
12 15 0.407   1.448   0.004   3.446   1.436   
13 18 0.077   0.126   0.005   0.511   0.080   
14 8 0.724   0.252   0.218   1.480   7.118 0.032§ 
15 ** 11 5.893 0.036 2.063   1.559   2.328   47.134 0.000* 
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CLASS N 
Assert. 
F 
Assert. 
Sig * 
Soc.  
F 
Soc. 
Sig * 
Calm. 
F 
Calm. 
Sig * 
Conf.  
F 
Conf. 
Sig * 
CR 
 F 
CR 
 Sig 
*§ 
16 26 3.558   0.131   1.045   2.424   17.696 0.000* 
17 20 0.005   0.462   0.451   0.093   9.591 0.006* 
18 13 0.522   11.284 0.006 0.186   0.712   1.302   
19 15 0.650   2.513   0.767   0.473   28.580 0.000* 
20 12 0.198   0.625   1.244   0.254   24.356 0.000* 
21 8 0.000   0.004   1.076   1.412   0.052   
22 6 9.831 0.026 3.259   0.886   0.158   0.203   
23 9 0.100   19.372 0.002 0.067   33.684 0.000 18.089 0.003* 
24 7 0.583   0.234   0.375   0.468   3.168   
25 13 0.509   6.416 0.026 2.832   0.577   48.334 0.000* 
26 11 1.702   0.002   0.638   0.008   23.141 0.001* 
27 9 0.426   0.248   1.113   0.661   3.558   
28 9 0.008   5.719 0.044 0.080   2.847   1.600   
29 11 0.458   1.976   0.222   0.493   2.883   
30 16 5.931 0.028 0.172   1.080   1.634   50.516 0.000* 
*Significance at the .01 level of significance 
§Significance at the .05 level of significance 
**Denotes all students who are in special education 
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Research Question Two 
How strong are the dispositions of sociability, independence, flexibility, response 
to stress, and motivation in charter school teachers’ responses on the AVA? The AVA 
depicts an individual’s patterns of dispositions by noting each disposition (assertiveness, 
sociability, calmness, conformity, and conscious restraint), with a number. The AVA also 
uses a measure that shows how strong a particular disposition is within its own patterned 
shape. This measure is called the deviation quotient (DQ) (Bizet, 2004). 
The DQ measure is easiest explained by picturing a bell curve. The bell curve 
denotes information about a subject matter by the subject’s distance from the mean. This 
distance is called the standard deviation (SD). For example, ±1 SD in a regular bell curve 
would be 68%; ±2 SDs represent 96%; and ±4 SDs for the remainder (Bizet Asset 
Human Management, 2004). 
In an AVA analysis, scores falling outside of + 1 SD from the mean are 
considered to be deviant behavior and extreme. DQ values between .80 – 1.20 are 
considered normal; those smaller than .80 and greater than 1.20 note behaviors outside of 
the norm for each disposition (Bizet, 2004). 
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The researcher looked at the frequency of scores for each vector. Then, the 
researcher looked at the scores and their DQ rating. The DQ rating measures the strength 
of any one disposition according to the numerical ranges noted. Table 33 shows the 
results of this analysis. 
Table 33  
AVA DQ Ratings of Dispositions for Teachers in Urban Charter High Schools 
VECTOR 
NORMAL  
N 
.80-1.20 % 
BELOW 
NORMAL N  
<.80 % 
ABOVE 
NORMAL N 
>1.20 % 
ASSERTIVE 29 97 0   0 1   3 
SOCIAL 29 97 1   3 0   0 
CALM 26 87 1   3 3 10 
CONFORM 28 94 1   3 1   3 
CON REST 23 77 3 10 4 13 
 
In looking at the results, the researcher observed the following. Regarding the 
disposition of Assertiveness, the vast majority of responses fell within the normal range 
of behavior tendency on the AVA. The majority of the responses fell within the normal 
DQ ranting. Therefore, the AVA describes this type of person as generally assertive to 
self assertive, assuming initiative at times or most of the time, assertive and aggressive 
without needing to domineer (Bizet, 2004). 
For the disposition of Sociability, the vast majority of responses fell within the 
normal range of behavior tendency on the AVA. Therefore, the AVA describes this type 
of person as sociable and likable, interested in others, persuasive and engaging (Bizet, 
2004). 
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For the disposition of Calmness, the frequency of responses fell at the lower end 
of behavior tendency on the AVA. Although this was not a vast majority of responses, 
the numbers do show strength in this range. The AVA describes this type of person as 
responsive, reactive, liking variety and dissatisfied with the status quo (Bizet, 2004). 
For the disposition of Conformity, the vast majority of responses fell within the 
normal range of behavior tendency on the AVA. Therefore, the AVA describes this type 
of person as neither socially submissive nor stubborn; diplomatic, cooperative yet 
independent; firm, and possibly outspoken (Bizet, 2004). 
For the disposition of Conscious Restraint, the vast majority of responses fell 
within the normal range of behavior tendency on the AVA. Conscious Restraint 
represents the maturity of an individual and how much thought an individual gives to 
consequences of actions. Therefore, the AVA describes this type of person as one 
possessing sound character, concerned about social standards of right and wrong, and 
likely to use good judgment (Bizet, 2004). 
In summary, the majority of the charter school teachers fell within the normal 
range of the DQ rating scale.  This meant that they possessed the dispositions on the 
AVA in degrees that were not extreme on the high end or the low end of the rating scale.   
Research Question Three 
What is the relationship between years of experience and the results of the 
teachers on the AVA? The researcher ran a Pearson’s Correlation to note the strength of 
relationships between the total years of teaching, years of teaching in a charter school and 
the five dispositions. The results are noted in Tables 34 and 35, and Figure 1. 
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The output in Table 34 shows that there is a significant difference between total 
years teaching and how assertive a teacher is. There are no significant differences 
between total years of teaching and the other dispositions. 
Table 34  
Correlations for Total Years of Teaching and the Five Dispositions 
   TYT ASSERT. SOC. CALM. CONF. CR 
TOTAL YEARS 
TEACHING 
[TYT] 
Pearson 
Correlation 1 .373(*) .056 -.200 -.179 .022 
  Sig. (2-tailed)   .042 .769 .289 .344 .907 
  N  30 30 30 30 30 
ASSERTIVENESS 
[ASSERT.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
 1 -.074 -.550(**) -.233 .169 
  Sig. (2-tailed)    .692 .001 .207 .364 
  N   31 31 31 31 
SOCIABILITY 
[SOC.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
  1 -.342 -.443(*) -.270 
  Sig. (2-tailed)     .060 .013 .141 
  N    31 31 31 
CALMNESS 
[CALM.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
   1 -.330 .410(*) 
  Sig. (2-tailed)      .070 .022 
  N     31 31 
CONFORMITY 
[CONF.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
    1 -.386(*) 
  Sig. (2-tailed)   .    .032 
  N      31 
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
[CR] 
Pearson 
Correlation      1 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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The researcher looked further into the relationship between the total years of 
teaching and assertiveness. The scatter plot in Figure 1 shows the general trend for total 
years of experience teaching to assertiveness of the teacher. The best-fitting line 
describes the relationship between the total years of experience teaching to assertiveness 
of the teacher. The line indicates that the longer a teacher is teaching, the more assertive 
that teacher becomes. 
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Figure 1  
Scatter plot indicating total years of teaching versus assertiveness. 
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Table 35 shows the relationship between years teaching in a charter school and 
the five variables.  The data show that there is no significant difference between years 
teaching in a charter school and any of the five variables.   
Table 35  
Correlations for Total Years Teaching in a Charter School and the Five Dispositions 
   
YT - 
CHARTER 
ASSERT
. SOC. CALM. CONF. CR 
YEARS 
TEACHING IN 
CHARTER 
Pearson 
Correlation 1 .204 .072 -.177 -.057 .039 
  Sig. (2-tailed)   .279 .707 .350 .763 .836 
  N  30 30 30 30 30 
ASSERTIVENES
S 
[ASSERT.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
 1 -.074 -.550(**) -.233 .169 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
   .692 .001 .207 .364 
  N   31 31 31 31 
SOCIABILITY 
[SOC.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
  1 -.342 -.443(*) -.270 
Sig. (2-tailed)     .060 .013 .141 
  N    31 31 31 
CALMNESS 
[CALM.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
   1 -.330 .410(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed)      .070 .022 
  N     31 31 
CONFORMITY 
[CONF.] 
Pearson 
Correlation 
    1 -.386(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed)       .032 
  N      31 
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
[CR] 
Pearson 
Correlation      1 
  Sig. (2-tailed)    .    
         
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Research Question Four 
What are the differences between men and women charter school teachers in their 
responses on the AVA? The researcher ran a One-Way ANOVA with the results 
indicated in Table 36. 
Table 36  
ANOVA on AVA Responses 
   
Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
ASSERTIVENESS Between Groups .193 1 .193 .030 .864 
  Within Groups 180.107 28 6.432     
  Total 180.300 29       
SOCIABILITY Between Groups .134 1 .134 .022 .883 
  Within Groups 169.866 28 6.067     
  Total 170.000 29       
CALMNESS Between Groups .215 1 .215 .023 .881 
  Within Groups 265.152 28 9.470     
  Total 265.367 29       
CONFORMITY Between Groups .152 1 .152 .022 .882 
  Within Groups 191.714 28 6.847     
  Total 191.867 29       
CONSCIOUS 
RESTRAINT 
Between Groups 15.621 1 15.621 2.132 .155 
  Within Groups 205.179 28 7.328     
  Total 220.800 29       
 
The results of the One-Way ANOVA indicate that there are no significant 
differences among the five dispositions of Assertiveness, Sociability, Calmness, 
Conformity, and Conscious Restraint as they relate to gender.  
Research Question Five 
What differences exist between males and female students in describing their 
teachers? Although all students were given the same directions in completing the AVA, 
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many of the students did not report gender. Therefore, the researcher did not report on 
this question. 
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Chapter 5 
 
 
Discussion of Results 
 
 
In this chapter, the results of the data analysis presented in Chapter 4 are 
discussed in relationship to the literature as reviewed in Chapter 2. The results are 
divided into three sections: first, the implications of the research results; second, the 
results of the limitations of the interpretation of the research; and third, the implications 
for future research. 
 The major findings of this research study support the studies done by Vannatta 
and Fordham (2004); Taylor and Wasicsko (2000); Wheatley (2002); Thompson, 
Ransdell, and Rousseau (2004); and Jensen (2004). These studies show that that the five 
dispositions (assertiveness, sociability, calmness, conformity, and conscious restraint) 
displayed in the appropriate degrees of strength by high school teachers’ aid in the work 
of teaching productively and successfully in urban charter high schools. All of these 
dispositions were proven to be present in the behaviors of all of the 30 teachers who 
participated in the study. All of the students who participated in the study were able to 
recognize that these dispositions were inherent in their teachers’ behaviors.   
 In looking at the four dispositions of assertiveness, sociability, calmness, and 
conformity, the AVA showed that 90% of the students agreed with their teachers’ 
assessment of the teachers’ own depiction of the strength of each of the teacher’s 
dispositions. In the area of conscious restraint, there was 43% agreement between the 
students’ and the teacher’s views. The disposition of conscious restraint has much to do 
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with a person’s age and life experiences. Therefore, it is unknown how much the lack of 
age and experience among the student participants contributed to these findings relating 
to the area of conscious restraint.  
 Another major finding was that the degree to which a teacher is assertive 
correlates with the total number of years that the teacher has taught. The more years a 
teacher has been in the teaching profession, the more assertive the teacher is. This is a 
reasonable conclusion, since the longer teachers teach, the more confidence they gain to 
be assertive. The results showed that years of experience in a charter school, and gender, 
have no impact on the dispositions of teachers. 
Research Question One 
 The researcher wanted to see if there was a significant difference between a 
teacher’s self-perception of the dispositions of assertiveness, sociability, calmness, 
conformity, and conscious restraint, and their students’ views of the teacher’s 
dispositions. The results of the AVA demonstrated that there were no significant 
differences. The data showed that most of the teachers exhibited these five dispositions 
appropriately in their classroom teaching in urban charter high schools. Therefore, based 
on the research noting that these dispositions were needed for successful teaching, the 
researcher concluded that the vast majority of these charter school teachers of urban 
students in their respective high schools had the dispositions needed to relate to urban 
students in the proper way. Assuming competency in subject content, the majority of 
these teachers were very successful teachers both in their delivery of material and in their 
ability to build relationships with students for good classroom management. The 
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researcher came to this conclusion after observing the classroom learning environment 
herself and after having discussions with the principals in their respective buildings. 
Research Question Two 
 Research question two looked at how strong the dispositions of sociability, 
independence, flexibility, response to stress, and motivation were in charter school 
teachers’ responses on the AVA. In reviewing the data, it is clear that the majority of 
teachers had the tendencies toward these five dispositions within the normal range. What 
that means to the classroom experience for students is that students were not subject to 
teachers exhibiting extreme behaviors. For example, the teachers were not highly 
aggressive or highly placid, nor were they people who were quiet or overly friendly with 
the students. The teachers were not so calm that they did not notice their surroundings, 
nor were they so overactive that they became a distraction. These teachers were flexible 
and amenable to changes. They were mature individuals. They were teachers who 
exhibited assertiveness that allowed for good classroom management, sociability that 
created good rapport with students, and calmness that enabled them to handle crises 
appropriately. These teachers were also people who embraced change that was made for 
the good of all. Whatever their age, the majority of these teachers were models of 
maturity for their students. 
Research Question Three 
The data reviewed for question three centered around teachers’ years of teaching 
experience and their results on the AVA. The correlations revealed that the only 
disposition that showed any relationship strength was assertiveness. That was a 
reasonable conclusion as often it is the case that teachers need a few years of experience 
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before feeling confident enough to be assertive with urban students. The researcher’s 35-
plus years of education and 10 years working with urban students confirmed this fact. 
She witnessed many teachers, young in experience, who were not able to handle the 
culture of urban students. The researcher’s experience led her to believe that urban 
students crave the attention of the teacher. The student will gain that attention in any way 
possible. Most often, with new teachers, attention is gained in negative ways. 
Inexperienced teachers often take the actions of urban students personally. It is 
only by working with these students over a long period of time those teachers gained the 
assertiveness that they need to deliver messages firmly yet nicely. Teachers who stayed 
the course, and who did not succumb to the pressure brought to bear by students who are 
often loud, overbearing, and intimidating, succeeded in developing the confidence they 
needed to instill good, assertive, behaviors in their classrooms. 
Research Question Four 
 Research question four looked at whether or not there were differences of 
responses on the AVA between men and women. It was interesting to note that there 
were no significant differences in their responses. Men and women both exhibited the 
five dispositions appropriately with no significant difference between them. This was a 
grand statement about gender and disposition. Again, assuming competency, the data 
showed that both men and women were capable of being successful teachers of urban 
students in charter high schools.  
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Research Question Five 
 Question five had to do with student gender responses about their teachers. It was 
interesting that many students did not indicate gender, which made it impossible to 
compile any results about this question. 
Limitations of the Study 
 During the course of the study, several limitations were revealed. The study was 
limited to urban cities in Pennsylvania. Technically, that meant Pittsburgh and 
Philadelphia. It would have been a good idea to include urban cities in neighboring states. 
As a result, it was difficult to obtain a large sample of teachers to participate in the study.  
 It was very difficult to obtain parental permission forms for the students, 
especially for students who were not in the researcher’s own school. Despite the 
researcher’s attempt to continue to go back to the school in the hope of gaining more 
permission forms, this did not happen with the success that was anticipated. The ensuing 
result was that there were very small samples of students in some classes. 
 The researcher was discouraged by many from having the students complete the 
online version of the AVA in the same manner as the teachers did. Some people did not 
have a good experience obtaining results when an online version was an option. It would 
have been much better, though, for the students to have completed the AVA for their 
teachers using the technology that they are used to using. It was very time-intensive to 
transfer the paper-and-pencil student versions to the online version of the AVA to obtain 
the results. 
 In some classes, one or two students asked for definition of terms on the AVA. 
They all seemed perplexed and amused when the AVA asked them if their teacher 
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thought that he/she was good-looking or attractive. There is no telling exactly how the 
students chose to respond to those adjectives. Although the researcher made it clear that 
she was available to answer any questions and went around to see if individual students 
had any questions, she did not define each word for the students because she did not want 
to create an bias. Ideally, it would have been a good idea to walk and to talk the students 
through the assessment to ensure that each student had the same understanding. It was 
possible that some students just did not want to ask any questions in front of their peers. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 One recommendation for future study would be to include more public school 
teachers. Taking that idea one step further would be to compare the AVA assessments of 
charter school teachers to the AVA assessments of traditional public school teachers. It 
would be interesting to see if the school environment made any difference in the type of 
teacher who taught there. For example, would there be any difference in dispositions 
between those teachers working under a union contract and those teachers who are not 
unionized? 
The AVA has many facets to it beyond identifying a pattern of dispositions for 
individuals. The AVA can predict a person’s energy level and whether or not that person 
can be focused for a sustained period of time. It can predict a person’s state of morale. It 
can also predict how flexible a person may be on the job.  
Another recommendation for future study would be to look at the entire AVA 
assessment for an individual. The graphic portrait that the assessment gives tells the story 
of an individual in relation to that person’s dispositional tendencies.  
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 One important aspect of the AVA is the Job Activity Rating (JAR). This rating is 
gained by creating a benchmark of the perfect person for a specific job. That benchmark 
receives a rating. Then, each person who takes the AVA is measured against that 
benchmark. It is a sound way to see how compatible an individual is to the benchmark.   
 Interviewing is one of the most important jobs that leaders do. People are hired, 
they are given months of training typically, and often, two or three months later, they 
may leave the organization. This scenario happens often in urban education. Money is 
wasted in this process. The AVA offers leaders an opportunity to make a better match in 
the hiring process. Given the research showing that the dispositions in the AVA are the 
same dispositions needed for urban students, it would make sense to use the AVA in the 
interview process of hiring teachers for urban education. The AVA assesses the style that 
a person is most comfortable exhibiting. It is better to know what coaching might be 
needed before hiring a teacher rather than afterwards when damage may have been done 
and not repairable.  
 Courses in colleges and universities should include opportunities for pre-service 
teachers to examine their own dispositions. Dispositions may or may not change in a 
person. It would also be an interesting project to measure dispositions at the onset of a 
person’s teaching career, then again, after a few years of experience. All of the 
researchers discussed in this study agreed that dispositions to teach are related to a 
teacher’s personal attitudes and ability to build relationships. The five dispositions of 
assertiveness, sociability, calmness, conformity, and conscious restraint, when 
appropriately displayed, all work together to help teachers to teach effectively. Based on 
the data reviewed, it would be a worthwhile effort to use the AVA in the hiring process as 
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an additional tool to help to choose the right teacher for the most important job of 
educating our youth.  
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APPENDIX A 
TEACHER VERSION OF THE AVA 
The Activity Vector Analysis (AVA):  Teacher Version 
AVA 
The AVA Assessment is a tool we use to better understand your strengths as they relate 
to the work place. 
Be candid.  This is not a test that you pass or fail! 
Most people finish in about 20 to 30 minutes. 
There are 4 steps to the AVA input process: 
Step 1:  Information about you. 
Step 2:  Select words that OTHERS use to describe you. 
Step 3:  Select words that YOU use to describe yourself. 
Step 4:  In your own words, enter a self description. 
AVA Step 1:  Information about you. 
First name_____________ Last name_____________  
Your gender: ___ Male ___Female 
Total years teaching:  _____ Total years teaching in a charter school:  _____ 
Job you are applying for:  Indicate “teacher.” 
Step 2   People say I am…. 
  Place a check mark before every word that has often been used to describe you. 
calm      rational  resourceful  exciting    witty 
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ethical          unselfish  restless  diligent     worried 
 matter-of-fact     sturdy  determined  relaxed    desirable 
versatile     hesitant  absent-minded  intelligent    purposeful 
funny      agreeable  popular  tense     stylish 
anxious     bright  sarcastic  aggressive    moody 
understanding      temperamental demanding  tender     gentle  
insistent     intense  willing   frank     just 
pleasure-seeking charming  sensible  defensive    firm 
genuine     intuitive  fashionable  delightful           apprehensive 
accommodating   refreshing  receptive  humane    direct 
insecure     nervous  possessive  easy-going    principled 
inquisitive     good-tempered deliberate  touchy     appealing 
proficient     passionate  apologetic  straightforward  respectful 
attractive     thorough  trusting  tranquil    analytical 
tolerant     forceful  self-conscious  fascinating    skeptical 
 peaceful     good mixer  self-reliant  decisive     amusing  
cautious    definite  good looking      vulnerable     persistent 
patient 
 
Select words by clicking in the word’s associated selection box.      
Congratulations!! 
You are now at the half way point! 
You have entered information about yourself and have checked off words you believe 
others would use to describe you. 
In the next step, check the words that you truly believe are descriptive of you. 
After you complete this step, proceed to the final step and enter a self description. 
Proceed to Step 3. 
 
AVA Step 3   I really am…. 
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Place a check mark before every word which you truly believe is descriptive of you. 
calm      rational  resourceful  exciting    witty 
ethical          unselfish  restless  diligent     worried 
 matter-of-fact     sturdy  determined  relaxed    desirable 
versatile     hesitant  absent-minded  intelligent    purposeful 
funny      agreeable  popular  tense     stylish 
anxious     bright  sarcastic  aggressive    moody 
understanding      temperamental demanding  tender     gentle  
insistent     intense  willing   frank     just 
pleasure-seeking charming  sensible  defensive    firm 
genuine     intuitive  fashionable  delightful           apprehensive 
accommodating   refreshing  receptive  humane    direct 
insecure     nervous  possessive  easy-going    principled 
inquisitive     good-tempered deliberate  touchy     appealing 
proficient     passionate  apologetic  straightforward  respectful 
attractive     thorough  trusting  tranquil    analytical 
tolerant     forceful  self-conscious  fascinating    skeptical 
 peaceful     good mixer  self-reliant  decisive     amusing  
cautious    definite  good looking      vulnerable     persistent 
patient 
 
Go to Step 4. 
AVA Step 4  Self Description 
Now, in the space below, write a description of yourself in your own words using as 
much space as needed. 
 
 
Press the “Review My AVA” button to review your AVA and/or the “Submit My AVA” 
button to complete your AVA. 
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APPENDIX B 
AVA Record Summary 
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APPENDIX C   
Levels of Interpretation for the AVA 
 
LOW        HIGH 
Low Risk       High Risk 
Low Pressure       Challenge 
Quiet    ASSERTIVENESS  Power/Control 
Steady Pace       Accountability 
 
Privacy       People Acceptance 
Working Alone  SOCIABILITY  Visibility 
Problem Solving      Fashionable Surroundings 
Analysis       People Interaction 
 
Constant Change      Little Unexpected Change 
Time Management      Consistency in Action 
Diversity       Communications 
Ambiguity   CALMNESS   Quality (Thoroughness)  
Variety        Small (Known) Group 
Travel        Interaction (Team/Family) 
 
Freedom to Act       Security 
Independence   CONFORMITY  Structure/Direction 
Participation       Reassurance 
Objective/Scope Approaches     Detailed Information 
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APPENDIX D  
Teacher Consent Form 
 103 
 
 104 
 
 105 
 
 106 
 
APPENDIX E  
Parent/Guardian Consent Form 
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APPENDIX F  
Student Assent Form 
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APPENDIX G 
AVA Analyst Credentials 
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